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ABSTRACT
Sociological changes in the American family have positioned children to 
wield greater power in family purchase decisions. Although past descriptive 
research has confirmed that children are an important source of power in the 
household, this research has not explored the conceptual justification for the 
observed patterns of children’s relative influence. To fill this gap in the family 
decision-making literature, this research develops a multi-theoretical 
conceptual model to explain children’s relative influence in a purchase context. 
Social power theory, resource theory, social exchange theory, and social 
comparison theory were the conceptual frameworks for this research.
Six studies were conducted, including a pretest and a final study with 
1211 mother-child pairs. Results of these studies demonstrate that children’s 
relative influence is affected by four factors: children’s active influence, 
children’s passive influence, decision history, and preference intensity. In 
addition, this research examined the determinants of children’s direct influence 
attempts and found that children were capable of assessing their personal 
resources and determining the appropriate direct influence attempt which 
yielded the greatest return. Decision history and preference intensity did not 
have a direct effect on children’s direct influence attempts.
This research also examined the impact of communication on a child’s 
preference intensity for a product or service and found that interpersonal 
communication, not impersonal communication, was the most important factor 
in determining a child’s desire for a toy purchase. Finally, children’s relative
xx
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influence was found to be moderated by the child’s gender, race\ethnicity, birth 
order, and the number of children in the household. Implications for consumer 
research and directions for future research are provided.
xxi
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
Sociological changes in the family over recent years have positioned 
children to wield more power in family purchase decisions. First, couples are 
having fewer children. This decrease in the number of children has enabled 
parents to provide more material wealth to their children and has elevated the 
child’s status in the family. Another sociological change contributing to 
children’s increased power in the family is the increasing rate of single parent 
families. Through birth out of wedlock, divorce, or death, many children spend 
time in single parent households. Children in single parent households assume 
greater responsibilities than children in dual parent households. Third, couples 
are waiting longer to have children. This postponement of childbearing means 
that parents are usually in a better position to materially provide for children 
when they are born. In addition, children born to older parents may be 
associated with greater value to the parent (McNeal 1992). This valued status 
in the family gives children greater power. Finally, the percentage of working 
mothers is increasing. Seventy-five percent of all mothers are employed, 
leaving children alone to make a greater number of household purchase 
decisions than ever before (Hall 1987). When both parents in a household are 
employed full-time, they earn more money to spend on children, but have less 
time to spend with children. This trade-off means that children take on more 
responsibility in the household and are rewarded with material goods, both of 
which provide the child with greater power in household decisions.
1
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For these reasons, understanding children's purchase influence has 
been identified as an area in great need of research. A recent study by the 
Advertising Research Foundation Children's Research Council indicated that 
seventy-six percent of those surveyed consider children's purchase influence a 
major issue of the 90's (Harrigan 1991). This view is further asserted by Ward, 
Klees and Wackman (1990) who state that the study of children’s influence is 
especially important in the changing social environment and by Stipp (1993) 
who states that big gaps exist in our understanding of young people's 
consumer behavior.
The fact that knowledge gaps exist is surprising given the importance of 
children in the marketplace. Changing social trends such as the 
aforementioned working mothers, decreased and delayed childbearing, 
increased divorce rates, and rapid maturation have given way to a formidable 
market force - children. In 1995, children aged 4 to 12 were estimated to have 
a total income of approximately $17 billion, most of which was spent on 
products and services for immediate consumption (McNeal 1995). In addition 
to their personal income, children also influence allocations of expenditures in 
the household (Stipp 1993; Power et al 1991). McNeal (1995) estimates that 
children directly influence spending in 62 product categories, equaling roughly 
$158 billion in purchases. In addition, children are thought to indirectly 
influence twice as much in purchases, estimated at $320 billion (McNeal 1995). 
Hall (1987) estimates that children have spending power in five domains: the 
money they spend on themselves; the money parents spend on them; the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
3
money they shop for the family with; the influence they have over family 
purchases; and the money they will spend in the future as teenagers and 
adults.
Given these statistics, it would seem especially important to understand 
how and why children influence family purchase decisions. However, at 
present, explanations of children’s relative influence are generally lacking in the 
literature. With the exception of Isler, Popper and Ward’s (1987) model of 
children’s requests and parental responses, research has been primarily 
descriptive in nature. For this reason, more theoretical development on 
children’s relative influence is needed. However, empirical research is 
impeded by several problems with this type of research, which are noted by 
McNeal (1992). First, obtaining estimates of the child’s amount of influence 
involves guessing about past behaviors on the part of the respondents.
Second, it is difficult to assess the degree of influence associated with different 
products within a product line. Next, researchers may find it difficult to account 
for a child’s influence given different buying situations such as in-store and 
Christmas. Finally, it is difficult to determine whether influence attributed to a 
child is derived from active influence (i.e., a direct action cr request from the 
child) or from passive influence (i.e., indirect parental attribution to the child 
which does not include any action or request from the child).
Dissertation Overview
This research addresses the gap in the literature on how children exert 
influence in the purchase context by specifically investigating the separation of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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active and passive influence. The distinction among influence sources is 
important in order to understand whether the influence attributed to children is 
derived from some overt action on the part of the child, termed active or direct 
influence, or from a concession on the part of the parent which is independent 
of any action taken by the child, called passive influence. Thus, the objective of 
this research is to develop and to test a conceptual model of children’s relative 
influence in purchase decision-making and to thereby examine the degree to 
which children’s relative influence in purchase decision-making is attributable to 
passive versus active influence.
Conceptual Model An overview of the conceptual model of this 
dissertation research is briefly described here. Chapter 2 describes the model 
in greater detail, including the theoretical support for the relationships.
The conceptual model for this research hypothesizes that there are four 
primary agents that affect children’s relative influence. These are a child’s 
active influence, a child’s passive influence, past decision history, and parental 
control. A child’s active influence is further broken down into the child’s 
perception of his or her power resources and the direct action taken by the 
child to exert influence (i.e., direct influence attempt). Children’s direct 
influence attempts are expected to be affected by the child’s preference 
intensity for the decision outcome and the impersonal and interpersonal 
communications about the decision which are received by the child.
For illustration, consider the example of a child who has both active and 
passive influence in a toy purchase. The child’s active influence is composed
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of several elements. First, in order for influence to be active, the child must 
attempt to direct a decision outcome according to his or her preference. Any 
such action taken by the child would be considered a direct influence attempt. 
As a direct influence attempt, the child might bargain with his or her parents to 
obtain permission to buy a particular toy. In order to be able to offer such a 
bargain, the child must be aware of the resources he or she has that may serve 
as bargaining leverage. These resources are termed active influence 
resources, the second component of active influence. For example, if the child 
has his or her own money or is willing to do some chore for the household, he 
or she has active resources. In addition to resource assessment, the child’s 
actions, or influence attempts, may also be driven by the intensity of his or her 
desire for a particular toy. The child’s desire for such a toy, or preference 
intensity, may be influenced by his or her receipt of persuasive communications 
from friends, relatives, and the media. Finally, the child’s actions may also be 
influenced by his or her perception of how similar toy decisions were made in 
the past. In other words, the child’s past experience with past toy purchases 
may lead him or her to believe that a certain action will gain a certain result.
A child would have passive influence in the toy purchase if the parent 
acted on a child’s unstated preference. For example, if the mother goes to the 
child’s favorite toy store in order to enable the child to buy the toy, but the child 
does not in any way request to go to that store, then the child has passive 
influence. By considering the child’s unstated preferences in choosing a toy 
store, the mother is enabling the child to have passive influence.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Research Questions Given this conceptual model, this research will 
examine the following questions: (1) Does a child’s relative influence in 
purchase decisions arise from the child’s direct influence attempts, from the 
parent’s perception of passive influence resources of the child, or from some 
combination of both? (2) Is a child’s relative influence affected by the degree to 
which parents exert control in child-rearing and by the child’s perception of his 
or her general ability to direct the outcome of a decision to his or her favor? (3) 
Does the child’s perception of personal resources, previous decision 
outcomes, and preference intensity for a product or service determine the type 
of direct influence attempt that he or she will employ? (4) Does communication 
influence a child’s preference intensity for a product or service? (5) Does the 
degree of control exerted by parents affect how decisions involving the child 
are generally made?
Overview of the Study
The conceptual model of this research is examined in a sample of 
children aged 8-11 and their mothers. Children provided information about 
their perceptions of communication, preference intensity, active influence 
resources, direct influence attempts, and decision history. Mothers answered 
items about the child’s passive influence resources and parental control. Both 
children and mothers provided their assessment of the child’s relative influence. 
The decision context for this study is toy purchases.
The conceptual model is tested using structural equation modeling 
(SEM). Structural equation modeling enables the researcher to estimate the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
hypothesized relationships, while simultaneously incorporating the potential 
biasing effects of random measurement error. This characteristic of SEM 
allows for a rigorous test of the underlying theory (Bollen 1989).
This dissertation research is conducted in two stages. In the first stage, 
a pretest of the measures is conducted. This pretest serves two primary 
purposes. First, the pretest enables a refinement of the measures.
Problematic wording and/or items are identified early in the research. Second, 
the pretest provides initial estimates of the psychometric properties of the 
measures. Scale dimensionality, internal consistency, and discriminant validity 
estimates are provided for the measures.
In the second stage of this dissertation research, the final data are 
collected. This data collection serves as the main dissertation study and 
enables the re-evaluation of the measurement scales and the examination of 
the structural models. Both aggregate and stacked group models are 
examined. T-tests of the parameters of the structural models are utilized to test 
the hypotheses outlined in this research.
An additional issue examined in the final study is hypothesized mean 
level moderators. Analysis of variance is used to examine mean level 
moderators of children’s relative influence. Means for all significant main 
effects are reported.
Contributions of the Study
The objective of this research is to examine the degree to which 
children’s relative influence in purchase decision-making is attributable to
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passive and active influence. There are several theoretical and managerial 
contributions of this research.
Theory Application and Theory Testing Contributions Research 
documents that children are influential in purchase decisions. However, 
explanations of why children are influential are lacking in the literature. This 
research develops a conceptual model of the determinants of children’s relative 
influence. Using four theoretical frameworks for examining the relative 
influence of children in purchase decisions, this research posits one 
explanation of how and why children exert influence.
At present, it is unknown whether children’s influence is derived from 
overt action or parental concession. As noted by McNeal (1992), the distinction 
between active and passive influence is an area in need of explication. This 
research providessuch a distinction. Measures for direct influence attempts are 
developed in this research. In addition, estimates for the contribution of active 
influence and passive influence to children’s relative influence are provided.
A third contribution of this research is an exploration of the determinants 
of the child’s direct influence attempt. Children’s assessment of their personal 
resources fills a gap in our understanding of the power bases of children. The 
extension of French and Raven’s (1959) bases of social power to children in a 
purchase context is a unique contribution of this research. In addition to 
personal resources, this research examines children’s preference intensity and 
its effect on a child’s direct influence attempt.
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Finally, differences in children’s relative influence across categories of 
family socio-economic status, family type, race/ethnicity, child’s gender, and 
child’s birth order are examined. Research on the moderating effects of these 
variables is limited in the literature. Therefore, an important contribution of this 
research is an investigation of the social structural factors which affect 
children’s relative influence.
Managerial Contributions It is estimated that over a billion dollars 
are spent on mass media communications directed at children (McNeal 1992). 
Specifically, children are the recipients of thousands of advertising messages 
per year. This research addresses the question of whether these advertising 
and promotional expenditures factor into children’s purchase influence. If it is 
found that children’s relative influence is derived primarily from direct influence 
attempts by the child, then advertising directly to children is beneficial to 
manufacturers and retailers. If, however, it is found that children’s relative 
influence is derived primarily from parents’ perceptions of children’s passive 
influence, then advertising directed toward children may not be as effective as 
advertising directed toward parents.
Second, this research assesses the effect of communication on 
children’s preference intensity for a product. Impersonal and interpersonal 
sources of communication are examined for their impact on children’s desire for 
a product or service. Manufacturers and retailers should be interested in how 
children receive information about their products and services. If children’s 
primary source of information is word-of-mouth communication from friends
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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and family, then interpersonal sources of communication should be targeted. 
However, if children make product and service decisions from primarily 
impersonal communications, then advertising and promotion directed to 
children is an important investment.
This research further provides practitioners with a general understanding 
of the factors which affect children’s relative influence in purchase decision 
making. Characteristics of the household and of the parents may aid in 
segmentation strategies. In addition, future communications can be designed 
to reflect this general understanding. For example, marketers may wish to 
advertise to parents and to create the impression that children desire to own a 
specific product if it is found that passive influence is a viable component of 
children’s relative influence.
Dissertation Organization
To recap, the dissertation chapters are organized as follows. Chapter 1 
introduces the topic and offers substantiation for research in this area. Chapter 
2 reviews the theoretical frameworks which are appropriate for the study of 
children’s relative influence, overviews the marketing literature in the area, and 
develops the conceptual model which is tested in this research. Chapter 3 
summarizes the research methodology and the criteria used to assess the 
model. Chapter 4 reports the results of a scale devleopment procedure and a 
pre-test of the measurement properties. Chapter 5 provides the final 
assessment of the measurement properties. Chapter 6 outlines the structural
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
model evaluation and the results of the hypotheses tests. Finally, Chapter 7 
offers the conclusions and future research directions of this research stream.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY DEVELOPMENT 
Introduction
This dissertation research examines children’s relative influence in 
purchase decision-making. As such, it draws upon theoretical perspectives in 
the study of family power. This diffuse research stream extends across 
multiple disciplines, including marketing, sociology and psychology, all of which 
contribute to our understanding of parent-child interactions. For this reason, 
the purposes of this chapter are (1) to introduce the conceptual underpinnings 
of family power, (2) to discuss several theoretical frameworks which may be 
appropriate for the study of family power, (3) to review the literature in family 
research which is most relevant to this dissertation, (4) to develop a conceptual 
model of children’s relative influence, and (5) to propose hypotheses for this 
research. To do so, three issues will be addressed: (1) What is power in 
family research? (2) What are the appropriate theoretical frameworks for 
studying power in parent-child interactions? and (3) How do these theories 
support a conceptual model of children’s relative influence in purchase 
decision-making?
Power in Family Research
The study of marriage and the family originated around the 1920s 
(Christensen 1964). During that time, research on the family centered primarily 
around issues of social reform, including the effects of premature marriage and 
divorce on family members. Power as a topic of family research was
12
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introduced to the literature approximately thirty years later (e.g., Bales 1950 
and Strodbeck 1951). Since that time, a large number of studies have 
examined power distributions among family members. In fact, the study of the 
antecedents and consequences of power was identified by Burr (1973) as one 
of the major areas of family research.
Although power is widely recognized as a concept that is useful in the 
explanation of human behavior, it resists definitive definition and measurement 
(Deutsch 1973). In fact, power has been the subject of much debate 
conceptually and methodologically (Safilios-Rothschild 1970; McDonald 1980). 
Power has been operationalized a number of different ways across empirical 
studies, resulting in a lack of consensus across available information (Scanzoni 
1979; Gray-Little 1982). According to Gray-Little (1982), “even though they 
[scholars] are in general agreement on the definition of power as the ability to 
achieve desired outcomes, relatively few studies of family power directly assess 
this ability” (p. 634). Power as a term has been used to represent a variety of 
phenomena, and other terms have been used interchangeably with what has 
been conceptualized as power. This lack of consensus on the definition and 
measurement of power in family decision-making is demonstrated by the 
variety of definitions and operationalizations employed in empirical studies of 
family power (see Table 2.1).
Domains of Power The inconsistent definition and operationalization 
of power in family research may be due to the fact that power is 
multidimensional. In many cases, researchers who study power fail to


















Power in the Family Decision-Making Literature: Definitions and Measurement
Authors) Variable Name Definition Operationalization
Ahuja and Stinson 
(1993)
Child’s relative influence (not stated) 100 point constant-sum scale, 
allocated among mother and all 
children in family, across products and 
decision stages
Beatty and Talpade 
(1994)
Relative influence Family member’s perceptions of the 
degree to which an individual has engaged 
in activities that contribute to the decision­
making process relative to the 
contributions of others in the household
7 point scale (0=l did not contribute at 
all; 3=equal contribution; 6=The entire 
contribution was mine) across product 
categories for initiation, search and 
decision stages
Belch, Belch and 
Sciglimpaglia (1979)
Conflict resolution (not stated) Frequency of utilization of 7 conflict 
resolution modes across product 
categories and family members
Belch, Belch, and 
Ceresino (1985)
Family member influence Includes direct efforts of family member to 
influence specific purchase decisions or 
can stem from passive dictation whereby 
purchases are influenced by perceptions of 
other’s unstated preferences and/or needs
6 point Likert (1=no influence, 6=all of 
influence) for each member across 
each product and decision stage
Bonfield (1977) Relative influence (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Burns (1976) Recognized authority The mutually understood right of one 
spouse to resolve the disagreement 
between the spouses' first choices 
contrasted to jointly resolved 
disagreements
Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Burns and Granbois 
(1977)
Recognized authority A mutually recognized right to decide 
assigned to one spouse in the case of 
disagreement
Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Bums and Ortinau 
(1978)
Decision-making influence (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 2=H>W, 


















Authors) Variable Name Definition Operationalization
Cowan and Avants 
(1988)
Power Ability to achieve ends through social 
influence rather than social influence itself.
Open-ended questions; Frequency 





Interpersonal power The ability to influence another person to 
do or to believe something she or he would 
not have necessarily done or believed 
spontaneously
Essays, Judges
Craddock (1980) Marital power 
expectations
The identity of the actor who should make 
the final decision when differences of 
opinion occur and a stalemate is reached
Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Darley and Lim 
(1986)
Child's influence (not stated) 5 point Likert (1=never influential, 
5=almost always influential) across 
products and subdecisions
Davis (1970) Relative influence (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 2=H>W, 
3=H=W. 4=W>H, 5=W alone
Davis (1971) Relative influence (not stated) 4 measures: Global, Blood and Wolfe 
index, Auto decisions, Furniture 
decisions; 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 
2=H>W. 3=H=W, 4=W>H, 5=W alone
Davis, Hoch and 
Ragsdale (1986)
Relative influence (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Davis and Rigaux 
(1974)
Relative influence (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Dombusch et al 
(1985)
Decision influence (not stated) Categorical, “Who makes decision?” 
1=C, 2=F, 3=M, 4=M and F, 5=F and 




Influence Whether an individual’s wishes are acted 
upon in a particular decision. Used 
interchangeably with decision dominance, 



















Authors) Variable Name Definition Operationalization




The dynamic process of interaction among 
all participants who detemnine a particular 
policy choice
Open-ended questions
Falbo and Peplau 
(1980)
Power strategies Acts presented by individuals as 
instrumental to getting their own wav
6 judges’ coding of essays
Filiatrault and 
Ritchie (1980)
Relative influence A person’s perceived importance in 
determining the outcome of a sub-decision
100 point constant-sum scale, 
allocating decision influence among 
family members across 17 decisions
Foxman and 
Tansuhaj (1988)
Perceived influence (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=parent alone, 2=P>C, 




Product choice influence 
and general influence
(not stated) 5 point scaie (1=parent alone, 2=P>C, 
3=P=C, 4=C>P, 5=child alone) for all 
products; 5 point Likert that child has 




Product choice influence 
and general influence
(not stated) 5 point scale (1=parent alone, 2=P>C, 
3=P=C, 4=C>P, 5=child alone) for all 
products; 5 point Likert that child has 
influence in 7 activities
Gray-Little (1982) Power Ability to achieve desired outcome 2 self-report measures: DM, frequency 
of unilateral concessions; 4 behavioral 






(not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint as primary decision-maker in 7 
categories across who, when, where, 
what and how much
Green etal (1983) Decision dominance (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Gupta, Hagerty, and 
Myers (1983)
Power Potential to effect some future decision Experimental manipulation of person’s 



















Authorfs) Variable Name Definition Operationalization
Howard, Blumstein 
and Schwartz (1986)
Power Control of resources that provides the 
powerholder with the potential for 
exercising influence or altering the 
behavior of another
Structural power: total annual income, 
years of education, age; Perceived 
physical attractiveness; Interpersonal 
power: commitment to the relationship, 
general dependence on relationship
Howard and 
Madrigal (1990)
Relative influence (not stated) 100 point constant-sum scale, 
allocated among family members
Jenkins (1979) Relative influence (not stated) 100 point constant-sum scale, 
allocating decision influence among 
family members
Kelly and Egan 
(1969)
Decision dominance (not stated) Open-ended question
Kingsbury and 
Scanzoni (1989)
Process power Relative ability of the members of the dyad 
to effect or resist change in connection with 
the issue in question
Open-ended questions, conjoint 
interview
Kochanska (1992) Influence outcome (not stated) Categorical, 4 points for immediate 
success, ultimate success, failure, and 
compromise
Kranichfeld (1987) Family power Ability of individual members to change the 
behavior (including thought and affect) of 
other family members. It involves 
asymmetry of relations between members 
with regard to this ability. It reflects family 









Decision dominance (not stated) Leary interpersonal checklist; Locke 
marital adjustment scale
Olson (1969) Power (expected and 
actual)
Person who is expected to dominate or 
dominates family decisions
Items reflecting person expected to 
dominate decisions; Observation of 
decision dominance
(table con’d.)








Person who made final decision 
Person who was predicted to make 
decision
Person who is remembered after the fact
to have exercised power
Person who was felt to have the legitimate
right to exercise power
Person who prevailed in cases of
disagreement
Self-report measures
Park (1982) Relative influence (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for “I influenced 
more,” “my spouse influenced more," “I 
don't know”
Qualls (1988) Household conflict 
resolution
Four modes of conflict resolution: 
competition, concession, avoidance- 
withdrawal, and bargaining; determined by 
the level of influence, influence attempts 
and degree of conflict
Rank order measure of frequency in 
which one spouse typically concedes 
to other spouse's wishes
Qualls (1987) Household influence Degree to which authority, power and 
decision responsibility is attributed to the 
husband or wife by their spouse
100 point constant-sum scale 
allocating perceived spousal influence
Qualls (1982) Husband /  wife influence Decision dominance 100 point constant-sum scale 
allocating decision power among 
husband and wife
Quarm (1981) Marital power (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 2=H>W, 
3=H=W, 4=W>H. 5=W alone
Rigaux-Bricmont
(1978)
Relative influence (not stated) Categorical, 3 points for husband, wife, 
or joint
Roberts etal (1981) Child’s influence (not stated) 4 point frequency (1 =almost all the 
time, 4=never) for products
Rosen and Granbois 
(1983)
Role structure (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 2=H>W, 


















Authorfs) Variable Name Definition Operationalization
Schaninger et al 
(1982)




Power Level of ability to influence others and to 




Relative influence (not stated) 5 point scale: 1=H alone, 2=H>W, 
3=H=W. 4=W>H, 5=W alone
Spiro (1983) Influence strategies Actions derived from expert, legitimate, 
bargaining, reward/referent, emotional, and 
impression management sources of power
33 Likert items
Swinyand and Sim 
(1987)
Influence (not stated) Categorical, 4 points for husband, wife, 
both, or neither; Dichotomous (Y/N) for 
children’s influence
Turk and Bell (1972) Family power (not stated) Self-report; Task outcomes; 
Interactional characteristics
Warner, Lee and 
Lee (1986)
Power The extent to which one exercises 
independent decision-making authority with 
respect to their own behavior and exerts 
influence over other family members
Judges coding from Human Relations 
Area Rle (ethnographic information)
Wilkes (1975) Influence (not stated) Global; Blood and Wolfe index; Stages 
of decision process




designate which domain of power is of interest. According to Cromwell and 
Olson (1975) and McDonald (1980), power has three domains: power bases, 
power processes, and power outcomes (see Figure 2.1). Each domain is 
conceptually different, which may account for the variable nature of past family 
research. The following section will define each domain.
The first domain, power bases, is defined as “sources of power,... 
basically synonymous with resources” (McDonald 1980, p. 842). Research has 
identified several sources of power including cultural norms, involvement in the 
interaction (i.e., degree of dependence), personal characteristics (e.g., physical 
attractiveness and role competency), and perceptions of self and others 
(McDonald 1980; Safilios-Rothschild 1970). Other sources of power will be 
discussed in later sections on social power theory and resource theory. Bases 
of power are additive, the sum of which equals the amount of power attributable 
to an individual. Examples of studies which define and measure power in 
terms of power bases include Cowan, Drinkard and MacGavin (1984), Gupta, 
Hagerty and Myers (1983), and Howard, Blumstein and Schwartz (1986) (as 
previously shown in Table 2.1).
Power processes are those interactional techniques employed by 
individuals with the intent to gain control or to dominate the interaction 
(McDonald 1980). These techniques are characterized by direct and indirect 
actions which are meant to modify the final outcome. Straus (1964) defines 
this exertion of power as “actions which control, initiate, change or modify the 
behavior of another member of the family” (p. 319). Across the literature these
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actions have been referred to as control attempts, assertiveness, negotiation,
persuasion, and influence (Cromwell and Olson 1975; McDonald 1980; Rollins
and Bahr 1976; Safilios-Rothschild 1970). Examples of studies which define
and measure power in terms of power processes include Falbo and Peplau
(1980), Gray-Little (1982), Kingsbury and Scanzoni (1989), and Spiro (1983)
(as previously shown in Table 2.1).
Power outcomes are the consequences of a social interaction.
Outcomes are usually associated with the identification of the person who gets
final credit for the result of a decision, or the person who gains his/her way
(McDonald 1980). Cromwell and Olson (1975) refer to the power outcome as
the decision as to “who wins." Examples of studies which have defined power
in terms of power outcomes include Kochanska (1992), Turk and Bell (1972),
and Olson and Rabunsky (1972) (as previously shown in Table 2.1).
Power Defined Given the multidimensional nature of power, it is
desirable to develop a definition of power which encompasses its entirety. In a
review of the underlying themes of family power conceptualizations in the
literature, McDonald (1980) developed such an extended definition. This is the
definition adopted in this research:
Power has been defined as the ability of an individual within a social 
relationship to carry out his or her will, even in the face of resistance by 
others. Though slightly different definitions have been utilized, there 
appears to be general agreement on several definitional issues:
1) power is the ability to achieve desired goals or outcomes, whether
phrased in terms of changing the behavior of others or producing 
“intended effects”;
2) power is a system property, rather than the personal attribute of an
individual;
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3) power is dynamic, rather than static, and therefore involves reciprocal
causation;
4) power is both a perceptual and a behavioral phenomenon;
5) power always involves asymmetrical relations, though the power of
an individual in one “interest sphere” may be compensated by the 
power of the other in another “interest sphere,” thus, across 
interest spheres, power relations may be characterized as being 
symmetrical or equalitarian; and
6) power is multidimensional in nature, including socio-structural,
interactional, and outcome components.
Summary In summary, power has been conceptually defined and 
operationalized a number of ways across the family literature. For the 
purposes of this dissertation research, power is defined as the ability of an 
individual in a social interaction to achieve his/her desired outcome. Power is 
also considered to be multidimensional, including power bases, power 
processes, and power outcomes. All three dimensions will be represented in 
the conceptual model of this research. This conceptualization closely 
resembles that of Cromwell and Olson (1975) and McDonald (1980). The 
following section identifies the theoretical frameworks from which power is 
examined in this research.
Theoretical Frameworks for the Study of Children’s Relative Influence in 
Purchase Decision-Making
Since the onset of family research, several theories have framed the 
study of family interaction. Although these multiple frameworks all provide 
fundamental information, few researchers have examined howto combine 
these theories into a multi-theoretical approach (as argued by Rank and 
LeCroy 1983). Although the present research does not aim to resolve this 
problem, it does take a multi-theoretical approach. Social power theory,
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resource theory, social exchange theory, and social comparison theory have 
been selected as the theoretical frameworks which are most applicable to the 
study of parent-child interactions in a purchase context. Each of these theories 
makes a unique contribution to supporting the conceptual model of this 
dissertation research.
This section demonstrates how these theories are appropriate 
frameworks for this research. In order to do so, each theory will be reviewed, 
including a discussion of the definitions, assumptions and example appiications 
of each theory to family purchase decision-making research. Each theory 
section will conclude with a summary of how each theory may be applied to 
develop a conceptual model of children’s relative influence in purchase 
decision-making.
Social Power Theory Social power theory is a theoretical framework 
which examines power bases in social interactions. The concept of social 
power was initially introduced by Lewin (1951) and later developed theoretically 
by French and Raven (1959). This theoretical orientation rests on several 
definitions, conditions, and assumptions about the nature of group dynamics. 
First, the operant concept is power which is defined as “the potential ability of 
one person, O, to induce forces on another person, P, toward (or against) 
movement or change in a given direction, within a given behavior region, at a 
given time” (Wolfe 1959, p. 99). O can be a person or an entire group. Power 
exists in a social relationship such that the power of each party in an interaction 
is situation-specific. In other words, power distributions among the same
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parties may fluctuate to different magnitudes across contexts and at different 
times (Wolfe 1959). For example, the power resources of a mother and child 
may differ given the purchase context. If a toy decision is being made, the child 
may have more power due to his or her resource base; however, if a furniture 
decision is being made, the mother is more likely to have power.
Given this definition of power, resources are also an important 
component of social power theory. Resources are defined as “properties of a 
person or group which can be made available to others as instrumental to the 
satisfaction of their needs or attainment of their goals” (Wolfe 1959, p. 100). 
Resources are also referred to by French and Raven (1959) as social power 
bases. Those power bases identified by French and Raven (1959) include 
reward power, coercive power, legitimate power, referent power, and expert 
power. These five bases are considered by French and Raven (1959) to be 
the most important resources utilized by a person, but not an all inclusive list of 
potential resources.
French and Raven (1959) state that every person in an interaction 
maintains some combination of resources. The more resources a person has, 
the more he or she can satisfy his/her needs and goals. Additional assertions 
made by French and Raven (1959) associated with the nature of each of these 
resources, or power bases, are:
• For all power bases, the stronger the basis of power the greater the 
power.
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• For any type of power, the size of the range may vary greatly, but in 
general referent power will have the broadest range.
• Any attempt to utilize power outside the range of resources will tend 
to reduce the power.
• Coercion results in decreased attraction of P toward O and high 
resistance; reward power results in increased attraction and low 
resistance.
• The more legitimate the coercion, the less it will produce resistance 
and decreased attraction.
In addition to definitions of power and resources, social power theory 
has two necessary conditions. First, one party must have needs which can 
only be satisfied through social interaction and the resulting aid of another party 
(Wolfe 1959). Given that one party must depend on another for need 
satisfaction, a dependence relationship exists. Second, one person must also 
believe that the other person with whom he or she interacts controls the 
resources necessary to satisfy his or her needs (Wolfe 1959). These two 
necessary conditions readily apply to almost all exchange situations. In parent- 
child interactions, these conditions are especially recognizable, in that children 
are often heavily reliant on their parents for need satisfaction.
In addition to these two conditions of social power theory, certain 
assumptions underlie all social interactions between parties (Wolfe 1959).
First, social power theory assumes that each party will attempt to satisfy his or 
her needs. Further, these needs must only be satisfied primarily through social
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interaction with another party (i.e., the dependence relationship). Finally, the 
interaction should be characterized by a continual exchange of resources in 
order to satisfy the needs of each party. Once again, these assumptions can 
be easily applied to a parent-child relationship, as children are reliant on their 
parents for resources and ultimate need satisfaction.
Applications in the Family Purchase Decision-Making Literature Social 
power theory has been utilized as the conceptual framework in a number of 
studies concerned with negotiation and conflict resolution. In family decision­
making, three studies are most relevant to this dissertation research. First, 
Swasy (1979) developed a scale to measure French and Raven’s five bases of 
social power. This scale includes several items reflecting each base of power. 
An adaptation of this scale will be used in this research. Second, Spiro (1983) 
sampled husbands and wives and developed a scale to measure influence 
strategies based on French and Raven’s five social power bases. Third,
Corfman and Lehmann (1987) developed a conceptual framework which 
delineates relative influence into passive and active resources based on social 
power theory. Within their framework, each party’s relative influence is 
determined by his or her passive influence resources and direct influence 
attempts. Each party makes an assessment of his or her resources and 
chooses an influence attempt which will provide the greatest expected return. 
This framework is also used in the development of the conceptual model of this 
research.
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Contribution to the Development of the Conceptual Model Social 
power theory is an appropriate theoretical framework from which to study 
children’s relative influence in purchase decisions for several reasons. First, 
social power provides definitions of power and resources, both vital concepts in 
the theoretical development of this research. In addition to the definition of 
resources, social power theory identifies several types of resources which are 
expected to be present in a social interaction. As previously mentioned, these 
sources of power include expertise, reward power, referent power, legitimate 
power, and coercion (French and Raven 1959). These are defined as:
• Expert power: extent to which a person is perceived to be 
knowledgeable about a particular subject
• Reward power: ability to bestow something on another party due to a 
satisfactory outcome of a decision
• Referent power: degree to which others wish to identify with a person
• Legitimate power: degree to which a person is perceived to have the 
right to exert influence
• Coercive power: other parties’ perception that punishment will result 
from non-compliance
These sources of power are reflected in the proposed conceptual model as 
active and passive influence resources of the child.
Fourth, social power theory suggests that resources, or power bases, 
may be utilized in two ways: active (i.e., direct) or passive (i.e., indirect). 
Utilization of power to influence is most commonly active, or the result of an
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intentional act; however, it may be passive, such as when the mere presence of 
power is influential (French and Raven 1959). For this reason, the conceptual 
model hypothesizes that there is a theoretical distinction between active and 
passive resources.
Fourth, social power theory suggests that a person will make an 
assessment of his or her resources and choose an influence attempt which is 
consistent with their sources of social power (French and Raven 1959). This 
relationship is depicted in the model as a relationship between the child’s active 
influence resources and the child’s choice of direct influence attempt. Social 
power theory further suggests that the more resources or power bases 
possessed by the person, the more likely he/she will exert influence in a social 
interaction. This supposition is also depicted in the model as: (1) a relationship 
between the child’s direct influence attempt and the child’s relative influence 
and (2) a relationship between the child’s passive influence resources and the 
child’s relative influence.
Finally, the necessary conditions and assumptions of social power 
theory suggest a dependence relationship which is inherent in parent-child 
interactions. To illustrate, a child identifies a need, and he or she attempts to 
influence his or her parent in order to satisfy that need. The child may wish to 
procure either approval for a purchase or money for the purchase. In either 
case, the child must interact with the parent in order to ultimately satisfy his or 
her need.
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Resource Theory Similar to social power theory, resource theory is a 
conceptual framework for understanding bases of power in social interactions. 
These bases of power are termed resources. Resources were first given 
attention by Blood and Wolfe (1960). Blood and Wolfe (1960) define resources 
as “anything that one partner may make available to the other, helping the 
latter to satisfy his needs or attain his goals" (p. 12). Later, Uriel Foa (1971, 
1993) developed a full theory of resources. Foa’s resource theory states that 
people must satisfy their physical and psychological needs via social 
interaction, enabling persons to exchange resources with one another. Foa 
and Foa (1974) define resources as anything transacted in interpersonal 
situations.
Specifically, Foa’s resource theory identifies six types of social 
resources: love, services, goods, money, information, and status (Foa and Foa 
1980). Each of these are defined as follows:
• Love: an expression of affectionate regard, warmth, or comfort
• Status: an expression of evaluative judgment which conveys high or 
low prestige, regard, or esteem
• Information: advice, opinions, instruction, or enlightenment, but 
excludes those behaviors which could be classed as love or status
• Money: any coin, currency, or token which has some standard unit 
of exchange value
• Goods: tangible products, objects, or materials
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• Services: activities on the body or belongings of a person which 
often constitute labor for another
Resource theory has several assumptions. A major assumption 
underlying resource theory is that the amount of resources possessed by an 
individual has a direct, positive relationship with the amount of power 
possessed by the individual (Blood and Wolfe 1960). Further, it is assumed 
that the more valuable a person’s resources, the more power the person will 
possess (Burr 1973). Other assumptions identified by Foa and Foa (1980) as 
“the rules of the game” are as follows:
1. The larger the amount of a resource possessed by a person, the 
more likely it is to be given to others.
2. The smaller the amount of a resource possessed by a person, the 
more likely the person will take it away from others.
3. The nearer two resources are, the more likely they are to be 
exchanged with one another.
4. The nearer to love a resource is, the more likely it is to be 
exchanged with the same resource. Love is exchanged for love, 
money is rarely exchanged with money.
5. The nearer to love a resource is, the narrower the range of 
resources with which it is likely to be exchanged.
6. For resources closer to money, the amount lost by the giver tends to 
approach the amount gained by the receiver (so that one’s gain is 
the other’s loss).
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7. When a resource is not available for exchange, it is more likely to be 
substituted by a less particularistic than by a more particularistic 
resource.
8. The simultaneous transmission of love and another resource 
increases the value of this other resource, or facilitates its 
transmission.
9. Taking away any resource (other than love) produces a loss of love.
10. The optimal range (neither too little nor too much) of a resource is 
narrowest for love, and increases progressively for resources closer 
to money.
11. In the absence of exchange, the incremental decrease in amount of 
love possessed decreases and is greater for resources closer to 
love.
12. Other conditions being equal, the probability of occurrence of a 
given exchange is contingent upon the institutional setting in which it 
may take place.
13. The probability of love exchange is higher in small groups. The 
opposite is true for money.
Applications in the Family Purchase Decision-Making Literature 
Resource theory has been examined in several areas of human interaction, 
including dating relationships (Berg and McQuinn 1986), marital satisfaction 
(Rettig and Bubolz 1983), and friendship relationships (Tornblom and Fredholm 
1984) among others. The area most relevant to this dissertation research is
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resource theory as the conceptual framework for their studies. One such area 
is spousal dominance in decision-making. These studies generally found that 
the partner with greater resources (as often measured by education, 
occupation and income) has the greater power in decision-making (Blood and 
Wolfe 1960). Early studies of this type found that men had greater power in 
decision-making due to their greater material wealth and status contributions to 
the family unit (Blood and Wolfe 1960). Later research which examined the 
increasing number of working women, however, found that wives’ influence in 
family decisions is increasing. Bahr (1972, as cited by Hiller 1984) found that 
wives’ power increased as their occupational status increased relative to that of 
their husbands. Lupri (1969) found that wives’ power was positively associated 
with the amount of income they contributed to the household. Thus, women’s 
increasing power in household decision-making may be attributed to women’s 
increasing contribution to family wealth and status via outside employment.
This trend may also be found for the power of children. As discussed in 
Chapter 1, children’s resource bases are increasing which is positioning them 
to wield more power in decision-making.
For this reason, research in family decision-making has also examined 
the resources of children. This stream of research suggests that power bases 
of children may include personal income, employment status, education, school 
grades, parental love and affection, and birth order (Ekstrom et al 1987; 
Foxman et al 1989; Moschis and Mitchell 1986). Across these studies, it is
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suggested that children who possess more comparative resources are more 
likely to exert greater power in purchase decisions.
Contribution to the Development of the Conceptual Model Like social 
power theory, resource theory focuses on the identification of the resource 
bases of persons in a social interaction. Resource theory suggests that the 
comparative resources of parents and their children should determine who has 
the greatest relative influence in purchase decisions. The greater the child’s 
resources, the more likely he or she will have decision-making power.
Resources which are thought to be attributed to children are income 
contribution, employment status, education, school grades, parental love and 
affection, and birth order (Ekstrom et al 1987; Foxman et al 1989; Moschis and 
Mitchell 1986). These resources are similar to those resources identified by 
Foa (1971) which include love, status, information, money, goods and services. 
These resources, in addition to those previously discussed under social power 
theory, are depicted in the conceptual model as active resources of the child.
Social Exchange Theory Social exchange theory has evolved from 
concepts and principles borrowed from the study of exchange in several 
disciplines, including economics, anthropology, and psychology (Turner 1982).
In classical economics, exchange theory examined individuals’ decision-making 
patterns. It was labeled utilitarianism because of its basic assumptions about 
human nature. A fundamental assumption was that humans were rational, 
linear thinkers who sought to maximize their utility in every exchange situation.
In addition, humans were considered to have access to perfect information and
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to be capable of fully evaluating all available choice alternatives. In doing so, 
each person could accurately assess the costs and benefits involved in an 
exchange.
In anthropology, exchange theory examined social institutions. One of 
the most often cited anthropological exchange analyses was that of Malinowski 
(1922) who described the Kula Ring, an exchange system among a group of 
South Seas Islands. In his analysis, Malinowski distinguished between 
economic and non-economic exchanges. As a form of non-economic 
exchange, armlets and necklaces were exchanged among islanders in a 
symbolic social relationship. This was in direct contrast to the purely utilitarian 
exchange of the classical economists. As a result, psychological needs, in 
addition to economic needs, became recognized as motivators for exchange.
Levi-Strauss (1969), a second major contributor to the anthropological 
perspective, rejected the notion that exchange should be viewed as either 
strictly utilitarian or psychological. He felt that exchange should instead be 
viewed structurally, as it impacts society as a whole. For this reason, Levi- 
Strauss is credited with two concepts which guide modern anthropological 
exchange theory: (1) exchange relations should be viewed in terms of costs 
and benefits for the social structure rather than individual motivations, and (2) 
exchange relationships within the social structure are not necessarily direct 
interaction among individuals, but may also include indirect interaction across 
complex networks (Turner 1982).
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In psychology, exchange theory originated in the observation of animal 
behavior. Pavlov and Skinner are the most often cited researchers in this area. 
Through observation of their animals’ behavior in a laboratory setting, these 
researchers developed a theory of behaviorism which was also fundamentally 
related to rewards and costs. It operates on the principle that humans are 
reward- (or benefit) seeking and punishment- (or cost) averse and will act in a 
way which will produce the greatest gains and the least losses.
Modern exchange theorists recognize several caveats of the classical 
schools of thought. These caveats include: (1) humans are not always rational 
thinkers, (2) they usually do not have all available information nor do they 
always seek to maximize their utility in every decision context, and (3) outside 
forces which are not under the control of the exchange party must also be 
considered (Turner 1982). Identification of these caveats has led to the 
reformulation of exchange theory, resulting in assumptions which are less 
restrictive. The resulting assumptions associated with these three disciplines 
are found in Table 2.2. Table 2.2, summarized from Turner (1982), identifies 
the assumptions which are grounded in a number of theorists’ works, including 
Homans (1950, 1961), Blau (1964), Emerson (1981), and Thibaut and Kelley 
(1959).
Applications in the Family Decision-Making Literature Although the 
origin of social exchange theory can be traced to economics, anthropology and 
psychology, it was not given great attention in the family literature until the 
works of Thibaut and Kelley (1959), Homans (1950,1961), and Blau (1964).
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Table 2.2
Assumptions of Social Exchange Theory
Origin of 
Thought
Assumptions of Social Exchange Theory
Economics - 
Utilitarianism
• While humans do not seek to maximize profit, they always attempt 
to make some profit in their social transactions with others
•  While humans are not perfectly rational, they engage in 
calculations of costs and benefits in social transactions
•  While humans do not have perfect information on all available 
alternatives, they are usually aware of at least some alternatives, 
which form the basis for assessments of costs and benefits
•  While there are always constraints on human activity, people 
compete with each other in seeking to make a profit in their 
transactions
• While economic transactions in a clearly defined marketplace occur 
in ail societies, they are only a special case of more general 
exchange relations occurring among individuals in virtually all social 
contexts
•  While material goals typify exchanges in an economic marketplace, 
individuals also exchange other, nonmaterial commodities, such as 
sentiments and services of various kinds
Anthropology - 
Structuralism
• Exchange processes are the result of motives among people to 
realize their needs
•  When yielding payoffs for those involved, exchange processes lead 
to the institutionalization or patterning of interaction
•  Such institutionalized networks of interaction not only sen/e the 
needs of individuals, but they also constrain the kinds of social 
structures that can subsequently emerge in a social system
• Exchange processes operate to differentiate groups in terms of 
their relative access to valued commodities, resulting in differences 
in power, prestige, and privilege
Psychology - 
Behaviorism
• In any given situation, organisms will emit those behaviors that will 
yield the most reward and least punishment
• Organisms will repeat those behaviors which have proved 
rewarding in the past
•  Organisms will repeat behaviors in situations that are similar to 
those in the past in which behaviors were rewarded
• Present stimuli that on past occasions have been associated with 
rewards will evoke behaviors similar to those emitted in the past
• Repetition of behaviors will occur only as long as they continue to 
yield rewards
• An organism will display emotion if a behavior that has previously 
been rewarded in the same, or similar, situation suddenly goes 
unrewarded
• The more an organism receives rewards from a particular behavior, 
the less rewarding that behavior becomes (due to satiation) and the 
more likely the organism to emit alternative behaviors in search of 
other rewards
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Following these authors’ conceptual development and testing of social 
exchange theory, other researchers began demonstrating the usefulness of 
exchange theory in family research. For example, Edwards (1969) showed 
how social exchange theory could be utilized to derive hypotheses within the 
study of dating and mate selection. Other studies which focused on applying 
social exchange theory to family research include Safilios-Rothschild (1976) 
and Nye (1979). A review of the literature in consumer behavior indicates that 
social exchange theory has received little attention in purchase decision­
making to date.
Contributions to the Development of the Conceptual Model Several 
aspects of social exchange theory are appropriate to the study of children’s 
relative influence in purchase decision-making. First, social exchange theory 
assumes that a person will select an influence attempt based on the expected 
benefits and costs associated with its use. This is particularly relevant to 
children, in that they learn over time which types of behaviors are appropriate 
for the given situation. For example, children are aware of the costs associated 
with embarrassing their parents in a retail store and can judge whether or not 
these costs are worthwhile given the associated expected return (i.e., the 
likelihood of a purchase).
Social exchange theory also makes assumptions about a person’s past 
experience with resource exchanges. First, it assumes that a person will 
repeat rewarding behaviors. This is frequently seen with children who perceive 
that behaving in the same manner as a previous occasion will net the same
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result. Next, social exchange theory assumes that a person will re-enact 
behaviors similar to behaviors which were successful in prior similar situations.
In addition, social exchange theory assumes that the person will continue to 
repeat these behaviors until they are no longer successful. This is often seen 
in children who learn to cry to get their way at a young age. As children age, 
crying is not as successful as it once was, leading children to avoid crying 
behavior by age 9 in most situations. Similarly, social exchange theory 
assumes that a person will display emotion when a previously successful 
behavior is no longer successful in a given situation. An emotional reaction is 
certain to occur the first time a child learns that crying will no longer get his/her 
way. Taken all together, these assumptions are represented in the model as 
decision history. They are further represented by two relationships: (1) 
between decision history and children’s relative influence and (2) between 
decision history and child’s direct influence attempt.
Social exchange theory assumes that a resource exchange can occur 
with material as well as with psychological resources. As previously discussed, 
children may employ several types of resources in an exchange. Finally, social 
exchange theory assumes that persons are constrained as to their exchange 
capabilities. This is particularly relevant to children who have a more limited 
range of capabilities as compared to adults. This restriction on children’s 
exchange capabilities is depicted in the conceptual model as the parental 
control construct. In addition, it is postulated in the model that parental control 
will affect a child’s relative influence in a purchase decision.
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Reference Groups and Social Comparison Theory Reference 
group research examines the effects of taking the perspective of various 
groups when attempting to interpret social behavior (Burr et al 1979). It 
focuses on how persons are shaped by others’ evaluations, attitudes, and 
behaviors (Singer 1981). As such, a reference group is defined as a group to 
which individuals orient themselves, regardless of actual membership (Singer 
1981).
The term reference group was first used by Hyman (1942, as cited by 
Merton 1968). Further conceptual development can be traced to Merton 
(1968). Reference groups have been studied in several contexts, including 
mental illness, marketing and consumer behavior, organizational management, 
communications, acculturation, public and political behavior, labor relations, 
juvenile delinquency, and opinion formation among others (Hyman and Singer 
1968, as cited by Singer 1981). Several research propositions associated with 
reference group behavior have been asserted across these contexts (e.g., 
Haskell’s (1960) work on juvenile delinquency; Upset and Trow’s (1957) work 
with labor unions; and Jackson’s (1959) work with formal organizations). 
However, it is the consensus among researchers (Merton 1968; Schmitt 1972; 
Singer 1981) that no theory of reference groups exists as of yet. Thus, the 
following discussion will review the basic concepts in the study of reference 
groups and then outline the assumptions of a theory which is derived from the 
reference group concept, social comparison theory (Festinger 1954).
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In the study of reference groups, several basic concepts are evident in 
the literature. First, there are two major types or functions of reference groups: 
normative reference groups and comparison reference groups (Kelley 1952; 
Merton 1968; Turner 1991). Normative reference groups create standards of 
behavior, or values, which are assimilated by individuals who may or may not 
be group members. Comparison reference groups serve as a relative context 
to which an individual evaluates him/herself.
The second concept of reference group theory is group membership.
To distinguish membership, Merton (1968) identifies the following criteria:
• A number of people who have established and characteristic social 
relations
• Interacting persons who have patterned expectations of forms of 
interaction which are morally binding on them and on other members, 
but not on those outside the group
• Persons in interaction are defined by others (members and non­
members) as belonging to the group
According to Merton (1968), any person meeting all of these criteria is 
considered a group member. Group membership is situational, in that it is not 
fixed but varies according to the context of interaction. Degree of membership 
at any point in time is reflected by intensity of social interaction.
Non-members are those persons who do not meet the above criteria. 
There are several types of non-members. They can be distinguished along 
four dimensions: eligibility for membership (i.e., eligible or not eligible),
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attitudes toward membership (i.e., positive, negative, or indifferent), group 
concern for incorporating eligible non-members (i.e., open or closed), and 
previous membership status (i.e., former member or never member) (Merton 
1968).
A final characteristic of reference groups is that they may be positive or 
negative (Kelley 1952; Merton 1968; Turner 1991). Positive reference groups 
are those persons to whom an individual is motivated to assimilate their norms, 
or standards of behavior. Negative reference groups are those persons to 
whom an individual is motivated to reject their norms of behavior.
Social Comparison Theory Festinger’s (1954) theory of social 
comparison processes is an extension of the reference group concepts defined 
above. The assumptions of the theory stated originally by Festinger (1954) as 
hypotheses are as follows:
• There exists, in the human organism, a drive to evaluate his opinions 
and abilities.
• To the extent that objective, non-social means are not available, 
people evaluate their opinions and abilities by comparison 
respectively with the opinions and abilities of others.
• The tendency to compare oneself with some other specific person 
decreases as the difference between his opinion or ability and one’s 
own increases (i.e., someone close to one’s own ability or opinion will 
be chosen for comparison).
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• There is a unidirectional drive upward in the case of abilities which is 
largely absent in opinions.
• There are non-social restraints which make it difficult or even 
impossible to change one’s ability. These non-social restraints are 
largely absent for opinions.
• The cessation of comparison with others is accompanied by hostility 
or derogation to the extent that continued comparison with those 
persons implies unpleasant consequences.
• Any factors which increase the importance of some particular group 
as a comparison group for some particular opinion or ability will 
increase the pressure toward uniformity concerning that ability or 
opinion within that group.
• If persons who are very divergent from one’s own opinion or ability 
are perceived as different from oneself on attributes consistent with 
the divergence, the tendency to narrow the range of comparability 
becomes stronger.
• When there is a range of opinion or ability in a group, the relative 
strength of the three manifestations of pressures toward uniformity 
will be different for those who are close to the mode of the group than 
for those who are distant from the mode.
Conclusions of tests of this theory as outlined by Festinger and Thibaut (1952) 
are:
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• Belonging to the same group tends to produce changes in opinions 
and attitudes in the direction of establishing uniformity within the 
group.
• The amount of change toward uniformity which the group is able to 
accomplish is a direct function of how attractive belonging to the 
group is for its members.
• Members who do not conform to the prevailing patterns of opinion 
and behavior are rejected by others in the group.
Applications in the Consumer Behavior Literature Reference group 
behavior has been examined extensively in consumer research. Topics of 
investigation include diffusion of information or social networks (see for 
example Brown and Reingen 1987; Frenzen and Nakamoto 1993) and the 
impact of mass communication, peers and family on a person’s purchase 
preferences. Since the second area is of primary concern in this research, the 
following studies are relevant applications of the reference group concept and 
social comparison theory to consumer behavior.
Bearden et al (1989) developed a scale to measure susceptibility to 
interpersonal influence, defined as “the need to identify with or enhance one’s 
image in the opinion of significant others through the acquisition and use of 
products and brands, the willingness to conform to the expectations of others 
regarding purchase decision, and/or the tendency to learn about products and 
services by observing others or seeking information form others” (p. 472). 
Second, Bearden and Etzel (1982) examined consumer perceptions of
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reference group influence on product and brand decisions and found that 
reference group influence was most significant for publicly consumed, luxury 
products. Bearden and Rose (1990) examined interpersonal influence in 
consumer behavior and found that the extent of consumer sensitivity to social 
comparison information moderated a person’s susceptibility to reference group 
influence. Finally, Childers and Rao (1992) examined the influence of peers 
and family on an individual’s product and brand decisions across two cultures 
and found that peers were more influential as the product type became more 
conspicuous. They also found that culture moderated the influence of family in 
that family members were more influential in extended family cultures, as 
compared to the nuclear family culture.
Contributions to the Development of the Conceptual Model Children, 
like adults, form their opinions and preferences based on comparisons of their 
current status to that of reference groups. Reference groups may be member 
or non-member groups. Relevant member groups include family and peers. 
Non-member groups are those groups to which the child may aspire to belong, 
such as those persons portrayed in mass communications. As in social 
comparison theory, the conceptual model asserts that children should be 
affected by the impersonal and interpersonal communication they receive about 
products and services. This information and the child’s corresponding need to 
compare their current status with that of peers and reference others shown or 
implicit in mass communications should affect the child’s preference intensity
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for a product or service. This preference intensity, in turn, should affect the 
type of influence attempt chosen by the child.
Summary In summary, social power theory, resource theory, social 
exchange theory, and social comparison theory provide conceptual frameworks 
for the evaluation of children’s relative influence in purchase decisions. Social 
power theory defines power and resources, identifies types of resources, 
distinguishes between active and passive sources of power, and suggests a 
relationship among resource bases and influence attempts. Resource theory 
further identifies types of resources. Social exchange theory establishes the 
need for a decision history and its effects on direct influence attempts and 
relative influence and identifies a need to account for parental control in 
children’s exertion of resources. Finally, social comparison theory supports the 
need to account for a child's receipt of communications from reference groups 
and the resulting effects on preference intensity and direct influence attempts. 
Conceptual Model
Up to this point, this chapter has defined the conceptual nature of power 
and introduced several theoretical frameworks which are appropriate for the 
study of children’s relative influence in purchase decision-making. Given this 
support, a conceptual model of children’s relative influence is developed. This 
model (as shown in Figure 2.2) is theoretically driven and includes all three 
domains of power.
The relationships shown in the conceptual model are as follows. The 
primary dependent variable of the model is the child’s relative influence. The










































child’s relative influence is directly affected by the child’s passive influence 
resources, the child’s direct influence attempts, decision history, and parental 
control. Parental control also affects decision history, which in turn affects the 
child’s direct influence attempts. A child’s direct influence attempts are further 
influenced by the child’s active influence resources and the child’s preference 
intensity for the decision outcome. The child’s preference intensity is affected 
by communications received by the child.
In accordance with the three domains of power discussed previously, the 
base domain is synonymous with resources, including normative definitions, 
economic, affective, personal and cognitive dimensions. It is represented in the 
model by the child’s active influence resources, the child’s passive influence 
resources, and preference intensity. The process domain includes control 
attempts such as influence, persuasion, and assertiveness. It is represented 
by the child’s direct influence attempts, parental control, and communications. 
Finally, the outcome domain is the final decision control, including 
implementation, decision-making, and the defining of family realities. In the 
model, outcomes are represented by the child’s relative influence and decision 
history. The following discussion will review each of the constructs in the model 
in greater detail and posit the hypotheses associated with each.
Relative Influence Relative influence is the primary dependent 
variable of interest in this study. Influence is defined as the use of power to 
achieve an outcome (Coleman 1973). It is characterized by a change in 
behavior, attitude, goal, need, or value, independent of any other social forces
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(French and Raven 1959). Thus, in this research, a child’s relative influence 
reflects the outcome power attributed to the child in a decision context.
Research on the influence of children in family purchase decision­
making has been primarily descriptive in nature. This stream of research dates 
back to the 1960s when Berey and Pollay (1968) conducted a study on the 
child’s role as influencer in cereal purchase decisions. Since that time, several 
studies have examined the degree to which parents yield to children’s influence 
attempts. Results of these studies revealed that parents were more likely to 
yield to children’s influence attempts when the purchase was for a product to 
be used by the child (Ward and Wackman 1972), or when the child was female 
or middle class (Atkin 1978). Atkin (1978) also found that parents were more 
likely to yield to children’s influence attempts when the child was older (Atkin 
1978). However, this effect could be due to the fact that children’s influence 
attempts decrease with age (Ward and Wackman 1972).
In addition to parental yielding, a number of studies have assessed 
children’s influence on family decision processes. Across these studies, 
children exerted the most influence during problem recognition and search 
stages (Szybillo and Sosanie 1977; Nelson 1978) and the least influence in 
choice (Szybillo and Sosanie 1977; Nelson 1978; Belch et al 1985). In addition, 
children exerted little influence on the decisions of how much to spend (Szybillo 
and Sosanie 1977; Jenkins 1979; Belch et al 1985), where to go (Belch et al 
1985; Jenkins 1979), and transportation mode (Jenkins 1979).
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Numerous other studies have shown that child influence on family 
purchase decisions varies by product. For example, Foxman and Tansuhaj
(1988) studied the impact of product category and product importance on the 
relative influence of family members in purchase decisions. They found that 
children have more influence for child products than for family products. For 
example, research indicates that children are influential in the purchases of 
cereal (Belch et al 1985), vacations (Belch et al 1985; Jenkins 1979), toys 
(Burns and Harrison 1985), and movies (Darley and Lim 1986).
A number of studies have examined how demographic variables specific 
to the child, such as age, gender, and income, affect the child’s influence in 
family decisions. For example, research indicates that children have more 
influence in purchase decision making as they grow older (Atkin 1978; Darley 
and Lim 1986; Moschis and Mitchell 1986; Nelson 1978; Ward and Wackman 
1972). In addition to the child’s age, the gender of the child may affect his/her 
influence in family decisions. One study found that female children are more 
influential than male children, and children who earn income may have more 
influence in purchase decisions than those children who do not (Moschis and 
Mitchell 1986).
Other studies have assessed the degree to which children’s influence 
varies by the child-rearing attitudes of the parents. Roberts et al (1981) 
surveyed mothers and found that children had less influence when their 
mothers were more traditional or conservative. Darley and Lim (1986) 
examined the effect of locus of control of the parent on the child’s influence.
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They found that externa! locus of control parents perceived that the child had 
more influence across product categories and subdecisions than did internal 
locus of control parents. Berey and Pollay (1968) studied the child- 
centeredness of parents and found that the more child-centered the mother 
was, the less likely she was influenced by the child.
Finally, studies have examined the degree to which children’s influence 
varies by demographic variables specific to the family unit. These studies 
examined the effects of social class (Atkin 1978; Moschis and Mitchell 1986), 
household income (Nelson 1978), family type (Darley and Lim 1986), and 
family size (Nelson 1978). Results indicate that children who are members of 
middle class and higher income families may have more influence in purchase 
decisions than children in low income, low social class families (Atkin 1978; 
Moschis and Mitchell 1986; Nelson 1978). In addition, children who live in 
single parent households may have greater relative influence than children in 
dual parent households (Darley and Lim 1986). In large families, children are 
more likely to be involved in decision-making processes (Nelson 1978).
In summary, studies have found that children exert varying degrees of 
influence on family decision processes and that children’s influence varies by 
product, child, parental and family characteristics (see Table 2.3) However, as 
discussed previously, research has not explored the conceptual justification for 
the observed variations. As a result, we do not know why children are 
influential in some purchase decisions and not in others, and we have little 
theoretical understanding of why variations in purchase influence occur.


































Parents refuse younger children's requests 




















Peer group purchase influence emerges 
slowly as children progress through their 
elementary school years. As children grow 
older, peer group influence does not 
accelerate with age for many products; 
children are susceptible to peer group 
influence only for those products that are 
more conspicuous in nature.

















Children's influence is greatest for cereal 
and vacation. Children's influence is 
lowest in choice stage. Child's influence 
lowest for how much and where for car, 
how much for vacation, what type of 
furniture, where for cereal. Children believe 
they have more influence than their 
















The more child-centered the mother, the 
less she's likely to purchase child's favorite 
cereal. The higher mother's bran recall, 







































Exposure to TV 
ads
Children exposed to ads made more 
influence attempts than those not exposed 
to ads. Children requested more 
advertised brands under coviewing 



























size, amount of 
discretionary 
expenditures
Child participation in retail store patronage 






































child's age, locus 
of control, 
subdecision
For movies, external LOC parents perceive 
more child's influence than internal LOC. 
Single parents perceived more child 
influence for where than dual-parents. 
Older children have more influence for 
when and other subdecisions than younger 
children. For outing, older children have 
more influence than younger. Older 
children have more influence for how much 
to spend than younger children. External 
LOC parents perceive more child influence 
for subdecisions than internal LOC. For 
sports, older children have more influence 
in when, what type, how much, information 
gathering, and specific information than 
younger children. Internal LOC single 
parents perceive less influence for all 


























Children have more influence for child than 
family products. The more important 
child's toothpaste is to mothers, the less 
influence children have. The more 
important is cable TV, the more influence 
the child has. Mothers and children 
disagreed over influence for child's 
records, clothes, magazine, bike, furniture, 
groceries and family toothpaste. Children 
rated their influence as greater relative to 
parents than did mothers.
(table con’d.)






















































Children had influence in suggesting 
products, paying attention to new products 
and learning best buy. Children did not get 
to suggest price range. Family members 
disagreed over child's influence for child's 
dress clothes and toothpaste. Children 
perceive themselves as having more 
influence than do parents. The older the 
father and the more concept-oriented the 
family communication, the less the 
divergence in influence perceptions. The 
larger the family and the more the mother 
















Children have little influence for all 
products except vacations. Children's 
influence is lowest for how much, where to 



































































child's sex, SES, 
peer
communication
The more socio-oriented the family 
communication, the less is children's 
influence in the stages of alternative 
evaluation and choice. The more child 
discusses product consumption with peers, 
the greater child's influence in all stages 
but choice. The older the child, the greater 
the influence in all stages. The more 
money earned by the child, the greater the 
influence in choice. Females have more 
influence than males across all stages.
The higher the SES, the greater the child's 
influence in problem recognition.
Nelson
(1978)





Younger children have less involvement 
than older. Older children have less 
involvement than parents only for choice 
and how much to spend. The greater the 
income, the greater child's involvement in 
choosing type and brand of restaurant.
The larger the family, the greater child's 
involvement in providing information, 
selecting particular type and brand. Child's 
influence is greatest for problem, 












Mother's attitudes Children have less influence the more 
concerned mothers are about nutrition and 
family financial matters. Children had less 






































Children had more influence in problem 
recognition and search and less in choice. 
























Parents yield more to older than younger 
children's requests. Parental yielding 
decreases as parents place more 
restrictions on TV viewing. Yielding 
increases as parents have more positive 
advertising attitudes and as they spend 
more time watching TV. Children's 
influence attempts increase as parents 
spend more time watching TV and as their 
brand recall increases. Children's 
influence is greatest for relevant foods and 
durables for child's use.
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Parental Control Parental control reflects the child rearing attitudes 
of the parents. In this study, parental control is exemplified by parenting locus 
of control (Campis et al 1986). Parenting locus of control is the degree to 
which a parent attributes child-rearing success to his or her personal effort.
Research on parental control suggests that children whose mothers are 
more traditional or conservative in child-rearing attitudes are less likely to exert 
influence in purchase decisions (Roberts et al 1981). In contrast, mothers who 
are less child-centered and who have external locus of control perceive that 
their children have more relative influence in purchase decisions (Berey and 
Pollay 1968; Darley and Lim 1986). Further, research suggests that parents 
with a socio-orientation parental style are less likely to be influenced by their 
children than parents with a concept-orientation parental style (Moschis and 
Mitchell 1986). Thus the following hypothesis is suggested,
H,: Children whose parents exert more control over them will have less 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children whose 
parents exert less control over their them.
In addition, it is also posited that the degree of control which a parent 
exerts over his or her child will affect how the child views past decisions and 
how the child will view his or her probable success in future decisions. Thus, 
the following hypothesis is aiso suggested,
H2: Children whose parents exert more control over them will perceive 
that they have a less successful history of directing the outcome
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of purchase decisions than children whose parents exert less 
control over them.
Decision History Decision history is a person’s perception of his or 
her past treatment in a decision exchange with another party. Although a 
history effect can be found in studies of conflict resolution (see Deutsch 1973), 
it is first introduced to consumer behavior as a concept integral to relative 
influence in group decision-making by Corfman and Lehmann (1987). Corf man 
and Lehmann (1987) discuss decision history as a predisposition to act in lieu 
of prior decision encounters. Persons may have multiple decision histories 
depending on the context and participants in the decision. These decision 
histories are said to include a person’s estimate of the costs and benefits of 
future actions.
In this research, decision history is represented by the child’s perception 
of his or her generalized decision outcome success. It is expected that children 
who believe that they generally are capable of directing decision-making to 
their favor are more likely to have greater relative influence in decision-making. 
Thus, the following hypothesis is posited,
H3: Children who perceive that they are generally more successful in 
directing the outcome of purchase decisions will have more 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children who 
perceive that they are generally less successful in directing the 
outcome of purchase decisions.
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In addition, it is also expected that children who believe that they are 
capable of directing decision-making to their favor will be more likely to employ 
direct influence attempts. Therefore, the following hypothesis is suggested,
H«: Children who perceive that they are generally more successful in 
directing the outcome of purchase decisions will employ more 
direct influence attempts than children who perceive that they are 
generally less successful in directing the outcome of purchase 
decisions.
Child’s Passive Influence Resources Passive resources are those 
sources of power attributed to the child by the parent. This conceptualization is 
derived from Corfman and Lehmann’s (1987) framework which defines passive 
resources as resources which are not actively employed, but which need only 
be possessed to have an effect. A resource is passive if the parent infers its 
presence, when no action is taken by the child.
Research on the passive influence resources of children is limited. 
Although dependency and martyrdom have been suggested conceptually as 
passive resources of children (Scanzoni and Szinovacz 1980), neither have 
been empirically examined. Foxman et al (1989) examined children’s birth 
order and only child status as passive resources and found limited support for 
these variables as predictors of children’s influence. Thus, although theory 
suggests that children should have passive, as well as active, sources of power 
to exert influence, this notion has not been tested. For this reason, the 
following hypothesis is suggested,
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Hs: Children whose parents perceive them to have more passive
influence resources will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than children whose parents perceive them to have 
fewer passive influence resources.
Direct Influence Attempts A direct influence attempt is defined as 
the agent’s actions which are intended to cause a change in behavior, attitude, 
goal, need or value on the part of the target. In parent-child interactions, a 
direct influence attempt may be considered the sum of a child’s actions 
intended to direct a decision outcome according to his or her own preferences. 
Unlike passive influence where a parent’s perception of a child’s unstated 
preferences influences a purchase decision (Wells 1965), a direct influence 
attempt encompasses only those instances where a child takes goal-directed 
action toward influencing a decision. In other words, a direct influence attempt 
is explicitly exerted and explicitly perceived.
Direct influence is multidimensional, with each dimension corresponding 
to different types of influence strategy. Only a small number of studies have 
examined the dimensionality of children’s direct influence attempts. Cowan 
and Avants (1988) and Cowan et al (1984) extend Falbo and Peplau’s (1980) 
earlier work on adults’ power strategies to children. Following an analysis of 
children’s written essays, Cowan et al (1984) found 14 strategy types. Later, 
Cowan et al (1988) surveyed both mothers and children and identified 12 
strategy types: ask, bargain, positive feelings, do as I please, tell, negative 
feelings, persistence, beg and plead, good deeds, reasoning, cry, and get
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angry. Factor analysis of the children’s and the mothers’ responses suggested 
equivalent dimensional structures in both samples. The dimensions were 
anticipating noncompliance (low power of child, high resistance of mother), 
egalitarian strategies (equal power), and autonomous strategies (high power of 
child, low resistance of mother).
In the purchase context, few studies have assessed influence attempt 
dimensionality for children. Atkin (1978) alludes to asking and telling strategies 
when he summarizes children’s influence attempts in selecting a cereal 
purchase. McNeal (1992) refers to children’s request “styles” as pleading, 
persistent, forceful, demonstrative, sugar-coated, threatening, and pity. Finally, 
Isler et al (1987) examined children’s purchase requests and parental 
responses in a diary study of 261 families. They refer to four request types: 
just ask, plead, bargain and other.
In summary, studies suggest that children utilize a number of different 
influence tactics. It is expected that the more influence attempts a child exerts, 
the more relative influence he or she will have in a purchase decision. Thus, 
the following hypothesis is suggested,
H6: Children who employ more direct influence attempts will have more 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children who employ 
less direct influence attempts.
Child’s Active Influence Resources Active influence resources are 
those sources of power perceived and directly controlled by the child. Known 
active sources of power for children include employment status/income and
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self-reported school grades (Foxman et al 1989). Research suggests that 
children with high grades and personal income have more relative influence in 
purchase decisions (Foxman et al 1989).
Although not typically associated with children, additional active sources 
of power for children may include expertise, reward, referent, legitimate, and 
coercion. Expertise represents the extent to which a person is perceived to be 
knowledgeable about a particular subject (French and Raven 1959). Within a 
family, a child’s possession of detailed information may be acknowledged in 
certain product categories, including toys and games, apparel and certain 
grocery items (e.g., Simmons Market Research Bureau 1993). In fact, Foxman 
et al (1989) found that children reported that they had more influence in 
decisions on products about which they were highly knowledgeable. Reward 
power is the ability to bestow something on another party due to a satisfactory 
outcome of a decision (French and Raven 1959). Rewards given by a child 
can include completion of chores, and display of affection. Referent power is 
degree to which others wish to identify with a person (French and Raven 1959). 
Parents may have a need to identify with their children. In doing so, parents 
will share the child’s opinion or feelings in a particular area in order to feel 
closer to the child. Legitimate power is the degree to which a person is 
perceived to have the right to exert influence (French and Raven 1959). In 
certain situations, parents may perceive that the child should have the right to 
control their own decisions. Coercive power resides in the other parties’ 
perception that punishment will result from non-compliance (French and Raven
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1959). Parents may perceive children to have coercive power if the parent is 
willing to let the child have his or her way for fear of rejection.
Since the effectiveness of any given influence attempt is dependent on 
the choice of an influence strategy which is consistent with the person’s source 
of social power, active resources are instrumental in the influence process 
(French and Raven 1959). This relationship between active influence 
resources and direct influence attempts is shown in the proposed model. This 
suggests the following hypothesis,
H7: Children who perceive that they have more active influence 
resources will employ greater direct influence attempts than 
children who perceive that they have less active influence 
resources.
Preference Intensity Preference intensity is the extent to which a 
person desires to achieve a particular outcome. According to Corfman and 
Lehmann (1987), decision outcomes are directed by the individual preferences 
of the members of the decision-making group. Persons who strongly desire a 
particular outcome are more likely to exert influence in a group decision.
Research suggests that children have more influence in purchase 
decisions where the outcome is considered important to them. Foxman et al
(1989) found that children reported that they had more influence in decisions 
about products which were important to them. This relationship is depicted in 
the conceptual model. Thus, the following hypothesis is suggested,
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Hs: Children with more preference intensity for a product or service will 
employ more direct influence attempts than children with less 
preference intensity for a product or service.
Communication Communication may be divided into two types: 
impersonal and interpersonal. Impersonal communication is information 
directed to a large and diffuse audience, with no direct interaction between 
source and receiver (Schiffman and Kanuk 1990). It is also known as mass 
communication. These marketer-dominated forms of information include 
advertising, personal selling, displays, sales promotions, and publicity.
Research suggests that children are bombarded with mass media 
communication about products and services. Based on literature and personal 
interviews, McNeal (1992) estimates that mass communication expenditures 
targeted toward children roughly equal $1,003,500,000. Early estimates of 
television advertising to children suggest that children are the recipients of 
approximately 20,000 advertising messages per year, 10,000 of which are 
actively processed by the child (Ward 1978). Finally, research suggests that 
TV advertising creates positive attitudes and purchase intent in children 
(Goldberg et al 1978; Gorn and Florsheim 1985; Gorn and Goldberg 1982; 
Resnik and Stern 1977; Robertson et al 1979).
Interpersonal communication is any interaction which occurs directly 
between two or more people by mail, by telephone, or in person (Schiffman and 
Kanuk 1990). These consumer-dominated information sources include friends, 
relatives, acquaintances and others. Research suggests that children are
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participants in personal communication about products and services (McNeal 
1992). Parents and peers are primary socialization agents in the development 
of children’s purchase behavior. In the home and store, parents teach their 
children appropriate consumer behavior. Parents introduce children to 
procedures and evaluative criteria for shopping and buying (McNeal 1987). In 
addition, children are permitted to make consumption decisions. For this 
reason, a child's communication with parents is viewed as a major determinant 
of child purchase behavior. In addition to parents, peer influence operates as 
well. For example, in a study of third graders' Christmas gift requests, Caron 
and Ward (1975) found peer influence to be stronger than the influence of 
advertising, retailing, and catalogs. Hawkins and Coney (1974) found that peer 
influence explained the choice of cookies when only the color of the wrapper 
distinguished the cookies. Therefore, the following hypothesis is suggested,
Hb: Children who receive more communication about a product or
services will have a greater preference intensity for the product or 
service than children who receive less communication about the 
product or service.
Summary In summary, nine structural hypotheses have been 
suggested and supported from the child influence literature. These 
relationships are depicted in Figure 2.3. Additional hypotheses about 
moderators are discussed in the next section.
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Moderators
Mean Level Moderators Several variables may moderate the mean 
level of children’s relative influence. Moderators which will be addressed in this 
research are the family’s socio-economic status, family type, the child’s gender, 
race/ethnicity, and the child’s birth order. SES is defined in this study as 
composed of household income, parents’ education attainment, and parents’ 
occupational status (Atkin 1978; Foxman et al 1989; Moschis and Mitchell 
1986; Nelson 1979). Research indicates that the higher the parents’ 
educational attainment and occupational status (Moschis and Mitchell 1986) 
and the greater the household income (Nelson 1979), the more likely that 
children will influence purchase decisions. In addition, the more time parents 
spend working outside the home (i.e. employment), the more likely that children 
will influence product purchases (Foxman et al 1989). Thus, the following 
hypothesis will be tested,
H10: Middle and upper SES children will have more relative influence in 
purchase decisions than will lower SES children.
Family type is the marital structure of the family. Families can be either 
single parent or dual parent. Dual parent families can be traditional or blended 
(i.e. step-parent) in structure. Previous research has focused almost 
exclusively on the traditional family (Ahuja and Stinson 1993); however 
evidence shows that single-parent households are an increasing large 
proportion of all households (Dornbusch et al 1985). In fact, many children will 
spend time in a single parent home (Ellwood 1993). Parley and Lim (1986)
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found that children in single parent families exert more influence on purchase 
decisions than children in traditional families. Others speculate that in order to 
overcome parental guilt, single parents spend more money on their children to 
make up for spending less time with them (Hall 1987). For these reasons, 
family type is an essential variable. Therefore, the following hypothesis is 
suggested,
Children in single parent and blended dual parent families will have 
more relative influence in purchase decisions than will children in 
traditional dual parent families.
A child’s gender may moderate children’s relative influence. In a survey 
of mother-child dyads, Moschis and Mitchell (1986) found that female children 
were more influential than male children across all stages of the decision 
process. In contrast, American culture suggests that male children may be 
more desirable to parents than female children. If this is the case, then male 
children would likely be more influential in decisions. To investigate the 
possible gender difference, the following hypothesis is suggested,
H12: Female children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will male children.
The race/ethnicity of the child gender may moderate children’s relative 
influence. To date, research on children’s relative influence in purchase 
decision-making has not addressed this issue. To investigate the possible 
racial difference, the following hypothesis is suggested,
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H13: White children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will children of other races (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic).
Finally, a child’s birth order may moderate children’s relative influence.
In a study of children and their parents, Foxman et al (1989) examined 
children’s birth order and only child status and found limited support for these 
variables as predictors of children’s influence. To further investigate the 
possible effects of birth order and only child status, the following two 
hypotheses are suggested,
H14: First-born children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will children born later.
H1S: Children in only-child families will have more relative influence in 
purchase decisions than will children in multiple-child families.
Structural Model Moderators There exists a possibility that certain 
variables may also moderate the structural model. However, it is difficult to 
hypothesize specific relationships due to the infancy of the research in this 
area. In order to investigate this possibility, a single variable will be tested. 
Since gender is thought to be most likely to produce structural invariance, it is 
examined in a stacked group model. Since all hypothesized relationships in 
the structural model will be examined and there is no literature to support how 
relationships should vary, no specific hypotheses are asserted.




Chapter 3 reviews the research method for this dissertation research. 
Included in this review is a discussion of the research design, sample, and 
context of study. In addition, the criteria used for testing the measurement 
model, the structural model, the stacked group model, and analysis of variance 
are overviewed. Finally, there is a brief summary of the studies conducted to 
date which relate to this dissertation research.
Research Design
The research design selected for this research is a cross-sectional 
design with random sampling. As shown in Table 2.4, a cross-sectional survey 
is used most often in this area of research for several reasons. First, surveys 
enable the researcher to gather more information while also reducing the time 
required for data collection. The nature of this research and the size of the 
conceptual model imply the need for a vast amount of information for testing. 
For example, in order to test a stacked group model in LISREL 8, the sample 
size should be at least 400. In addition, self-administered surveys do not 
necessitate the presence of a trained administrator in order to collect data. 
Third, given that an objective of the research was to obtain data from both the 
mother and the child, a survey provided a viable alternative in that surveys 
enable the mother and child to respond at a time which is convenient to them.
71
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
72
However, this is not to say that several alternatives do not exist for this 
research. The conceptual issues of this research could be examined a number 
of ways. Two such ways are noteworthy. For example, an experimental 
design is one alternative. An experiment could be used to isolate the effects 
due to the particular active and passive resources. However, given the size of 
the conceptual model, a survey design is more suitable. Another alternative is 
a conjoint design. A conjoint study would be a good option in order to 
determine the utility associated with various combinations of active and passive 
influence. This design was not chosen since it was felt that it would be difficult 
to create such a task that could be equally understandable by children and their 
mothers.
The Sample
The unit of analysis for testing the dissertation model was mother-child 
pairs. Specifically, respondents were children aged 8-11 and their mothers. 
Children provided information about their perceptions of communication, 
preference intensity, active influence resources, decision history, and direct 
influence attempts. Mothers answered items about the child’s passive 
influence resources and parental control. Both children and mothers provided 
their assessment of the child’s relative influence.
Children aged 8-11 were chosen as respondents due to their level of 
cognitive capabilities. Children develop cognitive abilities in stages which 
correspond to time periods wherein children experience qualitative changes in 
their ability to organize and use information (Ward et al 1977). Children aged 8
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to 11 are able to make fine distinctions and can objectify judgments of affect 
(Smith 1982). They are further able to make self-evaluations (Humphry and 
Humphry 1989) and can use language as a means of classification (Smith 
1982). Finally, during this time in their life, children achieve independence, 
thereby becoming responsible for their own decisions and maintaining control 
over their own resources (Humphry and Humphry 1989).
Mothers were chosen as respondents for two reasons. First, it is 
important to maintain consistency in the target during exploratory research. 
Research indicates that children use different types of influence strategies, 
depending on the target (Wood et al 1967). Second, research also indicates 
that mothers are most often the recipients of children’s influence attempts. 
Cowan et al (1984) found that more influence strategies are directed toward the 
mother than the father. In addition, Baranowski (1978) states that because 
children view mothers as more likely to be responsive, mothers are more likely 
to be the recipients of influence attempts than fathers.
Sample Design
Pretest Sample The sampling population was children enrolled in 
the fourth and fifth grades in two public school systems in central Louisiana. 
This was a convienence sample used to examine the measurement properties. 
Details of the data collection procedures and the sample descriptives are 
discussed in Chapter 4.
Final Sample The sampling population was children enrolled in 
the fourth and fifth grades in public schools located in the north-eastern and
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Department of Education as areas covered by Regional Service Centers. A 
random sample of fifteen schools in these two regions was selected. All school 
systems which were selected agreed to participate. The data collection 
procedures and sample descriptives are discussed in Chapter 5.
Context of Study
The context of study for this research was a toy purchase. This product 
category was chosen for two reasons. First, as this is exploratory research, it is 
important to couch the examination of children’s relative influence within a 
specific product category in order to isolate variation. Second, research 
suggests that children’s relative influence varies by product category. Children 
have greater influence in purchase decisions for products of which they are 
primary consumers. For example, studies have found children to have 
extensive influence in product categories such as cereal and snacks, vacations, 
and casual dining outside the home (Atkin 1978; Belch et al 1985; Berey and 
Pollay 1968; Brody et al 1981; Dariey and Lim 1986; Jenkins 1979; Mehrotra 
and Torges 1977; Nelson 1978; Roberts et al 1981; Szybillo and Sosanie 
1977). In addition, McNeal (1992) found children to be most influential in 
purchases of toys and video games and personal items to be used by children, 
such as clothing, shoes, fragrances and beauty aids. Since the objective of this 
research is to examine the distinction among passive and active influence, a 
product category where children are expected to exert influence should be
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selected. For this reason, toys was the product context chosen for this 
research.
Plan of Analysis for Measurement Model
Several criteria must be met by the data in order to ensure adequate 
measurement. The most vital of these criteria include multivariate normality, 
internal consistency and dimensionality, and validity. The standards for these 
criteria are outlined in the following section. This section will correspond to a 
plan of analysis for the pretest and the final data. The results of these analyses 
are detailed in Chapters 4 and 5.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality exists when each 
variable individually and in combination with other variables has a normal data 
distribution. Multivariate normality is tested by a graphical examination of the 
data distribution and statistical tests. Departures from normality are especially 
important in structural equation modeling; therefore, tests for departures from 
normality were conducted to assure the data’s appropriateness for further 
analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency of 
measures refers to the degree to which multiple items represent a single 
underlying construct. It includes the degree of interrelatedness and stability of 
the structure of the measurement items. Internal consistency of measures is 
assessed by three primary ways: exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and 
confirmatory factor analysis. Each of these is discussed in the following 
paragraphs.
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Exploratory factor analysis was used to examine the underlying structure 
or dimensionality of measures (Zaichkowsky 1985; Bearden et al 1989). 
Principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was used in all 
cases where there was assumed to be two or more dimensions. When 
evaluating factor analysis, the number of factors extracted, the percentage of 
variance extracted, the structure of the variables, and the loadings of the 
variables were examined. The number of factors should equal the number of 
theoretically expected dimensions, and the variables should exhibit simple 
structure on their respective factors (Netemeyer et al 1995). In addition, each 
variable should load on its appropriate factor at a minimum of .50 and should 
have minimal cross loadings (Hair et al 1995). Finally, the total variance 
extracted by the factors should be greater than .50 (Netemeyer et al 1995).
Reliability is often used as a proxy for internal consistency, although 
reliability actually represents intercorrelation of items, a necessary but not 
sufficient condition for internal consistency. Reliability was measured by 
coefficient alpha, which was calculated based on the average intercorrelation of 
items and the total number of items. Average coefficient alpha in marketing 
research is .77 (Peterson 1994), with the minimal level being .6 for exploratory 
research (Nunally 1978). Other measures of internal consistency were inter­
item correlations and item-to-total correlations. Inter-item correlations should 
be greater than .30 and item-to-total correlations should not fall below .50 
(Bearden et al 1989).
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Confirmatory factor analysis was also used to infer internal consistency 
of multiple item measures. In confirmatory analyses, several measures were 
assessed, including overall fit of the model, individual item loadings and 
reliabilities, composite reliability, and variance extracted of each construct. 
Overall fit of the model was assessed by evaluating the fit statistics. A number 
of fit indices abound in structural equation modeling. Bollen (1990) states that 
there is no definitive measure of fit; thus, one should employ a number of fit 
indices.
Fit indices which were assessed were of two kinds: absolute and 
relative. Absolute fit statistics included the goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted 
goodness of fit index (AGFI), and root mean squared residual (RMSR). These 
were measured by the chi-square value. A non-significant chi-square value, 
meaning that the differences between the observed and input correlation or 
covariance matrices were due only to sampling variations in maximum 
likelihood estimation (MLE), was desirable. Acceptable levels of GFI and AGFI 
range from .9 and above (Bentler and Bonnett 1980); however, specific 
arguments can be made for lesser values. Relative fit indices assessed the 
comparative fit of the proposed model to another model, usually the null model. 
The traditional null model consisted of all indicators on the same construct, 
inflating the chi-square value and accounting for all of the variance in the 
indicators. Comparative fit indices included the normed fit index (NFI), the 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the comparative fit index (CFI), all of which were 
considered to offset the effects of sample size (Bentler and Bonnett 1980;
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Bentler 1990; Bollen 1990). Fit indices above .9 were desirable (Bentler and 
Bonnett 1980).
Each individual item was evaluated for its loading on its construct and for 
its individual reliability. Lambda loadings should be at least .7 (Netemeyer et al 
1995). T-values for the non-standardized loadings were provided to assess the 
statistical significance of the estimate. Individual reliabilities of each item 
(standardized loadings squared) should exceed .6 (Netemeyer et al 1995). 
Finally, confirmatory output was used to calculate composite reliability and 
variance extracted estimates. Composite reliability should be greater than .70 
and the variance extracted should be greater than .50 (Gerbing and Anderson 
1988; Fomell and Larcker 1981).
Validity Validity refers to the degree to which a measure represents 
what it is supposed to measure (Churchill 1979). Validity may be segregated 
into several types. Those tested herein were face validity and discriminant 
validity. Face validity was the degree to which the measures look as if they 
should represent the construct they are proposed to measure (Churchill 1979). 
Discriminant validity was the similarity between two different constructs. It was 
assessed by two approaches. First, discriminant validity was assessed by 
examining the confidence intervals around the phi (<J>) estimates. The phi (<)>) 
estimate is the correlation between constructs in a measurement model. The 
formula for a 95% confidence interval is the standard error multiplied by 1.96, 
added to and subtracted from the phi (<)>) estimate to calculate upper and lower 
boundaries. Constructs were considered discriminant if the confidence interval
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did not contain the value of “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982; Anderson and 
Gerbing 1988).
Second, discriminant validity between two constructs was assessed by 
comparing the variance extracted estimates for each construct to the phi 
estimate squared (<(>2). Discriminant validity was assumed if the average 
variance extracted between two constructs was greater than the phi-squared 
estimate (<(>z) of the two constructs (Netemeyer et al 1995). This test was 
completed on all construct pairs.
Summary This section has reviewed those criteria which must be met 
in order to ensure adequate measurement. These criteria were utilized to 
examine the measurement properties of the pretest data in Chapter 4 and the 
final data in Chapter 5.
Plan of Analysis for Structural Model
Structural models were evaluated by two categories of criteria: overall 
model fit and structural model fit. The standards for each of these categories 
are discussed in the following sections. In addition, the following discussion 
includes a summary of the criteria which were used to respecify the model. 
These sections will correspond to a plan of analysis for the structural model. 
The results of these analyses are detailed in Chapter 6.
Overall Fit As previously discussed in the measurement model 
section, fit indices assessed in this research were of two kinds: absolute and 
relative. Absolute fit statistics included the goodness of fit index (GFI), adjusted 
goodness of fit index (AGFI), and root mean squared residual (RMSR). These
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were influenced by the chi-square value. A non-significant chi-square value 
was desirable. Acceptable levels of GFI and AGFI range from .9 and above 
(Bentler and Bonnett 1980); however, specific arguments can be made for 
lesser values. Relative fit indices assessed the comparative fit of the tested 
model to another model, usually the null model. Comparative fit indices 
included the normed fit index (NFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the 
comparative fit index (CFI), all of which were considered to offset the effects of 
sample size (Bentler and Bonnett 1980; Bentler 1990; Bollen 1990). Fit indices 
above .9 were desirable (Bentler and Bonnett 1980).
Structural Fit Structural model fit was assessed by the statistical 
significance of each structural coefficient (Hair et al 1995). Significance was 
determined by comparing the t-value of the path estimate to a t-value of 1.65. 
Estimated values greater than 1.65 were considered significant at p<.05 (one- 
tail test). Structural model fit was also assessed by examining the R2. The R2 
represented the degree of explained variance which was associated with each 
dependence relationship. Desirable levels of R2 vary given the relationship of 
interest.
Respecification Once the structural model was estimated and 
evaluated, it was necessary to respecify the model in order to obtain a better 
fitting model. The respecified models were considered competing models, with 
the effects of adding or deleting paths being tested by making model 
comparisons (Bentler and Bonett 1980). The difference in chi-square values
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for two competing models was used to determine statistical significance of 
respecification (Bentler and Bonett 1980).
Criteria which guided the respecification of the model included 
modification indices and standardized residuals (Hair et al 1995). Modification 
indices were calculated for each parameter which is not estimated in the model. 
Each index reflects the reduction in overall model chi-square which could be 
expected if the given path were to be added to the model. Values above 3.84 
were significant (p<.05).
Residuals represent prediction error where the predicted correlation 
matrix does not equal the actual correlation matrix of the data. For this reason, 
residuals were used as a diagnostic tool in respecification (Costner and 
Schoenberg 1973). Residuals are reported as predication error for each pair of 
indicators and can be the result of cross loadings, method variance, miss- 
specification, absence of an effect, or encoding error. Standardized residuals 
of greater than 2.58 were statistically significant (p<.05). It was assumed that 
due to random error about 5% of the residuals exceeded 2.58.
A final note is important about model respecification. Model 
respecifications should never be made based on strictly empirical criteria. For 
this reason, all respecifications made herein were conceptually supportable. 
Plan of Analysis for Stacked Group Model
Stacked group models may be examined for any mutually exclusive 
variable in the data set. Group analyses enable the testing of whether both the 
measurement and the structural estimates can be assumed to be equal across
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the grouping variable. The process and criteria are discussed for each type of 
model below. Since procedures for computing stacked group models vary, the 
procedures followed herein reflect those advocated by the LISREL 8 manual 
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). LISREL 8 assumes by default that each group 
model is identical (i.e., all parameters are assumed to be equal between 
groups).
Measurement Model Group analysis for the measurement model 
was used in order to examine the equality of the factor structures (Byrne et al 
1989). Testing for equality requires three steps (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). 
First, the measurement model is computed where all parameters are assumed 
to be equal between groups. Second, the factor loadings for each group are all 
to be set free, such that the coefficients for the groups are estimated 
independently. The chi-square value from the first and second analyses are 
compared in order to determine if the chi-square difference is sufficient enough 
to assume that the factor loadings are different between groups. In the third 
analysis, the error variances for each group are set free. Once again, the chi- 
square difference test is used to determine whether the error variances are 
significantly different in each group. If either the factor loadings or the error 
variances are found to be significantly different, this finding must be reflected 
when examining the structural model.
Structural Model Once the measurement models are completed, the 
structural model is also estimated in a stacked group model. The structural 
model analyses enable the examination of whether each structural path may be
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assumed to be equal across the grouping variable (Joreskog and Sorbom 
1993). In order to examine this possibility, the first analysis is run where all 
structural paths are assumed to be equal between groups. Next, in incremental 
stages, each structural path is set free. Only the path being examined is set 
free; all other paths remain equal. For each path, the chi-square difference test 
is used to determine the statistical significance of each structural path. Those 
paths found to be significantly different must be estimated independently for the 
given grouping variable. Thus, it is hoped that no statistically significant 
differences in either the measurement or the structural models will be found.
No differences would support the generalizability of the conceptual model.
Plan of Analysis for Analysis of Variance
Analysis of variance is used to test for the presence of mean level 
moderators (Hair et al 1995). The main effects for each of these variables is 
reported. Main effects significant at p<.05 are considered significant mean 
level moderators. In addition, the means of the groups for each variable are 
summarized.
Pre-Dissertation Studies
The final section of this chapter briefly overviews those studies which 
have been conducted to date related to this dissertation research. The 
analyses of the scale development studies and the pretest are detailed further 
in Chapter 4, and the analyses of the final data are detailed in Chapters 5 and 
6.
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Study 1: In-Depth Interviews Qualitative interviews were conducted 
with 20 children and a subset of 12 mothers. Children were queried as to what 
they did when they wanted their parents to buy something for them (i.e. direct 
influence attempt). In addition, children were questioned about parental control 
over their purchase activities, including decisions across product category, 
brand selection, store choice, and price level. Results indicated that in 
comparison to Isler et al’s (1987) study of mothers, children employed a wider 
range of influence attempts. In addition, children also conveyed that they used 
more negative influence attempts than that reported by Isler et al (1987).
Results further indicated that children had the most purchase influence 
in products that directly affected them, such as grocery items, clothing, video 
rentals, and toys. Specifically, children had influence on brand, color, and style 
decisions. The most common constraint on children’s purchase decisions was 
a price limit or cap under which the child had considerable freedom. However, 
product-specific boundaries were established in the forms of social 
appropriateness for clothing, safety for toys, health for food items, convenience 
for stores and restaurants, and violence for games and videos.
Studies 2 and 3: Direct Influence Attempt Scale Development A 
scale to measure direct influence attempts was developed to be used in the 
conceptual model of this research (Williams and Bums 1995). From an initial 
pool of 128 items, a 29 item scale representing seven dimensions of direct 
influence was derived. Through standard scale development procedures 
(Churchill, 1979; DeVellis, 1991), the scale has been purified in two studies,
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composed of a total sample of 516 children. The seven factor scale was 
analyzed in confirmatory factor analysis in LISREL 8 and was found to 
demonstrate adequate fit to the data and internal consistency. Preliminary 
construct validity measures have also been assessed. These issues are 
discussed in detail in Chapter 4.
Study 4: Interpersonal and Impersonal Communication Scales In 
an exploratory study of children’s store loyalty and patronage intentions, items 
were developed and tested to measure children’s interpersonal and impersonal 
communication in the context of a toy purchase (Williams and Bums 1995). 
From a sample of 156 children, 11 Likert scaled-items were generated to 
represent the degree to which children are exposed to mass media 
communications and to which they discuss purchase experiences with family 
and friends. In preliminary research, these scales were shown to have 
acceptable internal consistency and reliability.
Study 5: Pretest Study In order to explore the measurement 
properties of the proposed measures of this research, a pretest with 87 children 
and their mothers was conducted. The results of this study, including sample 
descriptives and measurement properties, are described in detail in Chapter 4.
Study 6: Final Study In order to examine both the measurement 
properties and the structural model of this research, a final sample of 1211 
children and their mothers was collected. The results of this study which 
constitute the primary dissertation research are described in detail in Chapters 
5, 6, and 7.
Reproduced  with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
86
Summary In summary, several studies have been conducted which 
relate to this dissertation topic. Altogether, these studies suggest that this 
dissertation research is a viable topic in need of further explication.
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CHAPTER 4
DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL EVALUATION OF THE 
MEASUREMENT SCALES 
Introduction
Chapter 4 of this dissertation research discusses the development and 
initial evaluation of the measurement scales. Included in the discussion is a 
detailed account of the development of a direct influence attempt scale for use 
in this research, a brief summary of each of the additional scales used in this 
research, a description of the procedures used in the pretest, and a detailed 
initial examination of the measurement properties of the scales used in this 
research.
Direct Influence Attempt Scale Development
A critical component of the conceptual model of this research is 
children’s direct influence attempts. Influence attempts have been examined in 
several areas, including psychology and marketing. In most cases, influence 
attempts have been examined in adults. Where children were examined, the 
literature supports the multidimensional nature of influence attempts but does 
not contain an empirically developed scale. For this reason, a child’s direct 
influence attempt scale was developed for use in this research. The following 
sections review the literature relevant to the conceptual development of this 
construct and summarize the procedures used to develop the scale.
Construct Definition and Dimensionality Conceptually, children’s 
influence may be divided into two categories: direct (i.e. active) and indirect (i.e. 
passive) (Rossiter 1978). A direct influence attempt is defined as the agent’s
87
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
88
actions which are intended to affect a change in behavior, attitude, goal, need 
or value on the part of the target. In parent-child interactions, a direct influence 
attempt may be considered the sum of a child’s actions intended to direct a 
decision outcome according to his or her own preferences. Unlike passive 
influence where a parent’s perception of a child’s unstated preferences 
influences a purchase decision (Wells 1965), a direct influence attempt 
encompasses only those instances where a child takes goal-directed action 
toward influencing a decision. In other words, a direct influence attempt is 
explicitly exerted and explicitly perceived. The scale developed in this research 
is intended to measure the direct or active influence attempts which children 
exert in a purchase situation.
Direct influence is multidimensional, with each dimension corresponding 
to a different type of influence strategy. Several studies have explored the 
dimensionality of direct influence in adult samples. From a review of 16 
influence strategies, Marwell and Schmitt (1967) found five dimensions, 
including material and verbal rewards, threats, logic, impersonal commitment 
and personal commitment. By eliciting college student descriptions, Falbo 
(1977) performed multi-dimensional scaling on 16 strategy types and found two 
dimensions of influence attempt: rationality and directness. In a study on 
compliance-gaining strategies, Cody et al (1980) identified four dimensions, 
direct-rational, manipulation, exchange, and threat. Falbo and Peplau (1980) 
sampled students to identify the dimensionality of power strategies in intimate 
relationships. Of the 13 power strategies included, two dimensions were
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derived. The two dimensions represented directness (i.e. pointedness of 
request) and bilaterality (i.e. independence of decision) of the strategy. Finally, 
Howard et al (1986) found six dimensions of influence: manipulation, 
supplication, bullying, autocracy, disengagement and bargaining. Thus, the 
multidimensionality of influence strategies is well documented.
Like adults, children use combinations of influence strategies during a 
direct influence attempt. However, few studies have examined the 
dimensionality of children’s direct influence attempts. Cowan and Avants 
(1988) and Cowan et al (1984) extended Falbo and Peplau's (1980) power 
strategies to children. Following an analysis of children’s written essays,
Cowan et al (1984) found the following fourteen strategy types: asking, 
begging and pleading, telling or assertion, reasoning, demanding or arguing, 
state importance, bargaining, persistence, negative affect, positive affect, 
verbal manipulation, eliciting reciprocity, using an advocate, evasion, and 
laissez-faire. Of these strategy types, three dimensions were derived. These 
dimensions represented the directness (direct / indirect), independence 
(unilateral / bilateral), and strength (strong / weak) of the influence attempt. 
Cowan and Avants (1988) surveyed both mothers and children to identify 
influence strategies. Strategies identified and tested included ask, bargain, 
positive feelings, do as I please, tell, negative feelings, persistence, beg and 
plead, good deeds, reasoning, cry and get angry. Factor analysis of the 
children’s and the mother’s responses to questions about the children's 
strategies found that the dimensions were anticipating noncompliance (low
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power of child, high resistance of mother), egalitarian strategies (equal power), 
and autonomous strategies (high power of child, low resistance of mother). 
Finally, in an early study of children’s interpersonal tactics, Wood et al (1967) 
interviewed sixteen children with the objective of discovering children’s 
manipulation tactics. Results revealed five dimensions of strategies: norm 
invocation (appeals to rules, fair play, reason, etc.), positive sanctions (gifts, 
favors, bargaining, politeness, etc.), negative sanctions (physical aggression, 
nagging, begging, crying, etc.), ask, and don’t know or other.
In the purchase context, a gap exists in the empirical assessment of 
influence attempt dimensionality. However, a few studies do reference 
categorizations of influence strategies for children. Atkin (1978) alluded to 
asking and telling strategies when he summarized children's influence attempts 
in selecting a cereal purchase. McNeal(1992) referred to children’s request 
“styles” as those ways in which a child asks for something. He defines seven 
request styles: pleading, persistent, forceful, demonstrative, sugar-coated, 
threatening, and pity. Finally, Isler, Popper and Ward (1987) examined 
children’s purchase requests and parental responses via a diary study of 261 
families. In their conceptual model, they referred to four request types: just 
ask, plead, bargain and other. Just ask was a simple request for products. 
Pleading, as defined by Isler et al (1987), was repetitive and anxious asking 
with a single request episode. Bargaining referred to those instances where 
children offered to do chores or to pay for part of the purchase price of the 
desired item. Other referred to the less frequently used request strategies,
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such as just putting the item in the shopping basket at the store, reasoning as 
to how the item would be used, and referencing television or a friend’s 
preferences.
In summary, research has shown that direct influence attempt is multi­
dimensional. Children employ a number actions which are intended to cause a 
change in behavior, attitude, goal, need or value on the part of their target. 
Dimensions found across a number of the aforementioned studies included: 
asking, begging and pleading, bargaining, politeness, positive affect, 
manipulation, displaying anger, and crying and pouting. These dimensions 
were used to develop the scale items of this research.
Elicitation Procedure To further verify the multi-dimensional nature 
of children’s purchase influence, semi-structured in-depth interviews were 
conducted with 20 children prior to item generation. These children aged from 
8 to 11. In addition to the twenty children, twelve of the children’s mothers 
were interviewed over the telephone. Children were asked how they behaved 
when they wanted their parents to buy something for them. Mothers were also 
encouraged to relate past experiences when their children attempted to 
influence purchase behavior. The interviews revealed that children did employ 
various strategies to exert influence. Table 4.1 offers a label, definition and 
example items for each strategy type.
Item Generation and Judgment A pool of 128 items was generated 
from a review of the literature and from interviews with 20 elementary school 
children and 12 of their mothers. These items were based on the definitions
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Table 4.1
c hildren’s Direct Influence Attempt Dimensions
Dimension Definition Example from Interviews
Just Ask Making a simple request. 1 ask if 1 can have it.
Bargain Offering money or labor in exchange for 
getting one's wav.
1 offer to pay for half of it.
Ask Nicely Politely making a request. 1 ask for it in a polite wav.
Show Affection Acting affectionate in verbal expression 
or behavior.
1 hug her.
Beg and Plead Begging or pleading by persistently 
making a request.
1 keep asking.
Act Nicely Acting nice in anticipation of a request. 1 act like a good girl or bov.
Show Anger Displaying anger verbally or 
nonverbally.
1 yell.
Cry or Pout Crying, acting sad, or sulking. 1 act reallv sad.
Con Attempting to trick or deceive. 1 say that 1 don’t already 
have one when 1 do.
found in Table 4.1. Two faculty and three Ph.D. student judges evaluated the 
content validity of each item. Judges were provided with a definition of the 
overall construct of children’s direct influence attempt as well as the dimensions
outlined in Table 4.1. Judges were asked to identify to which influence 
dimension each item best fit. In addition, each judge evaluated the degree to 
which each item was representative of the dimension to which it was assigned. 
Items which were classified in the correct dimension by at least four of the five 
judges and which received a representative rating of at least 3 on a 1=not at all 
representative to 5=very representative scale were retained for further 
analyses. This initial evaluation resulted in 106 items.
Purification: Studies 1 and 2 In the first study, item analysis was 
performed on 106 items using a sample of 272 children aged 8-11. Items for 
each dimension were randomly listed throughout the questionnaire. Five point 
frequency scales derived from prior research (Ward and Wackman 1972) were 
used to measure the extent to which each child utilized each type of influence
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strategy. Response choices were “always”, “a lot”, “sometimes”, “not much”, 
and “never.” Also included in the questionnaire were preliminary validity items 
and demographic items.
Principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was 
performed on the 106 items (Churchhill 1979). In the first run, the factor 
solution was not constrained to a specific number of factors. Several factors 
generated eigenvalues greater than one; however, examination of the scree 
plot suggested that nine factors would be appropriate. This is consistent with 
the nine dimensions determined by the qualitative interviews. The first nine 
factors extracted 55.2% of the variance, with eigenvalues ranging from 14.68 to 
1.44. In a second analysis, the factor solution was constrained to nine factors. 
Upon examination of the nine factor solution, it was determined that acting 
nicely and asking nicely loaded on the same factor. For this reason, an eight 
factor solution was computed. Eight factors extracted 53.4% of the variance. 
Items which did not exhibit simple structure on factors or which loaded less 
than .50 were deleted. This process eliminated 39 items. The rotated factor 
pattern supported the designated dimensions “just ask,” “bargain,” “ask nicely,” 
“show affection,” “beg and plead,” “show anger,” “cry or pout,” and “con.” In 
summary, the eight factors were represented as follows: 13 items for ask 
nicely, 7 items for beg, 9 items for affection, 7 items for just ask, 12 items for 
anger, 4 items for con, 11 items for bargain, and 4 items for cry.
In the second study, the reliability and validity of the remaining 67 items 
were examined in a sample of 244 children aged 8-11. The responses were
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subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. In the 
first analysis, the factor solution was constrained to eight factors. Examination 
of the eight factor solution found that all of the items reflecting the cry 
dimension cross-loaded very highly on other factors. Further examination of 
the frequency distribution of the cry items found that children reported a low 
frequency of use of this type of influence attempt, indicating that children in this 
age range may refrain from crying. In addition, given the age range of the 
children in the sample, it is also probable that a social desirability bias may 
have influenced children’s responses about crying behavior. For these 
reasons, the factor analysis was unable to recover the cry factor. Thus, a 
seven factor solution was computed.
In the second analysis, the first seven factors accounted for 54.7% of the 
variance with eigenvalues ranging from 9.99 to 1.59. Items with loadings below 
.5 and items which did not exhibit simple structure were deleted. Twenty items 
were eliminated. A second analysis of the remaining 47 items found that the 
first seven factors accounted for 56.2% of the variance with eigenvalues 
ranging from 9.4 to 1.6.
Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension of the scale. Items 
with item-to-total correlations of less than .5 were deleted from further analyses 
(Zaichowsky 1985). Five items were deleted. Forty-two items were retained.
In summary, principal components factor analyses and coefficient alphas 
were computed for two samples of children aged 8-11. Across these analyses 
the initial 106 items were reduced to 42 items across seven scales. These
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scales are “just ask,” “bargain,” “ask nicely,” “show affection,” “beg and plead,” 
“show anger,” and “con.” The seven scales were represented by 7 items for 
ask nicely, 7 items for anger, 6 items for bargain, 9 items for affection, 7 items 
for beg, 3 items for ask, and 3 items for con.
Dimensionality and Internal Consistency: Studies 1 and 2 The 42 
items retained were analyzed in confirmatory factor analyses via LISREL 8. A 
seven-factor model representing the hypothesized structure of the scale was 
estimated in order to assess discriminant validity and internal consistency.
In the first study, all items showed significant loadings on their factors. 
Overall fit of the seven-factor model, however, was attenuated due to items 
with extremely high correlations and error terms. For this reason, 13 
problematic items were eliminated. This resulted in 6 items for the ask nicely 
scale, 5 items for the show affection scale, 4 items for the bargain, beg and 
plead, and show anger scales, and 3 items for the just ask and con scales. 
Thus, direct influence attempt is represented by 29 items across seven 
dimensions.
The fit statistics and internal consistency estimates for both samples of 
the 29 item seven-factor models are presented in Tables 4.2 and 4.3. These fit 
statistics suggest adequate model fit for the seven-factor structure. The 
goodness-of-fit index (GFI) was .87 for both studies and the adjusted- 
goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) ranged from .84 to .85. In addition, Bentler’s 
(1990) comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), which are
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robust to sampling characteristics, were .94 for both studies, which is within the 
acceptable range for designating adequate fit (Bentler 1990; Bollen 1989).
Table 4.2
Direct Influence Attempt Scale: Fit Statistics for Studies 1 and 2
X2 d f GFI AGFI TLI CFI
Study 1 511.8 356 .87 .84 .94 .94
Study 2 502.86 356 .87 .85 .94 .94
Table 4.3
Composite a Coefficient a VE
Study 1
Ask/ act nice .89 .89 .57
Anger .76 .76 .45
Bargain .69 .66 .36
Affection .83 .83 .50
Beg and plead .85 .85 .59
Just ask .73 .72 .48
Con .77 .74 .54
Study 2
Ask/ act nice .91 .91 .62
Anger .76 .76 .44
Bargain .76 .77 .45
Affection .86 .86 .55
Beg and plead .82 .82 .54
Just ask .67 .67 .41
Con .63 .61 .38
Evidence for internal consistency is suggested by composite reliability, 
coefficient alpha, and variance extracted estimates. Composite reliability is 
generated in LISREL to evaluate the internal consistency of measures (Fornell 
and Larcker 1981). Across the seven scales, composite reliability ranged from 
.63 to .91. Similarly, coefficient alpha which is also a measure of internal 
consistency of scales ranged from .61 to .91. Variance extracted estimates 
assess the amount of variance which is captured by a construct’s measures 
relative to random measurement error. Variance extracted estimates of .50 
and above support internal consistency of scale measures (Fornell and Larcker
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1981). Of the 14 variance extracted estimates, 7 are .50 or above. Three of 
the estimates approach .50. However, 4 are not within the acceptable range.
In study 1, the variance extracted for bargain is .36. In study 2, the variance 
extracted for anger, just ask and con are .44, .41 and .38, respectively. No 
scale falls below the recommended criterion of .50 for both studies. For all 
seven scales, ail items have significant loadings on their constructs as reflected 
by significant t-values (p<.01). Finally, the individual item reliabilities (i.e. the 
square of the standardized loading for each item) range from .26 to .74 across 
both studies.
Tests of discriminant validity were also performed on the seven factor 
model. First, the <|> estimates across samples ranged from .01 to .70. With one 
exception, all pairs of <|>2 were less than the average variance extracted 
between the two factors. These tests generally support the discriminant validity 
among the seven scales (Anderson and Gerbing 1988; Fornell and Larcker
1981).
A second set of models which were designed to further assess 
discriminant validity was estimated. Six-factor models were estimated and 
compared to the hypothesized seven-factor model. Each six-factor model 
combined the items of two scales into one overall factor and allowed the 
remaining factors to be separate but correlated. If the chi-square fit of the 
seven-factor model is better than the fit of the six-factor models, evidence of 
discriminant validity exists (Anderson and Gerbing 1988). Forty-two six-factor 
models across both studies were computed and compared to the seven-factor
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model. For all comparisons, the seven factor model was a better fit than the 
six-factor model (p<.001). This result lends support for modeling direct 
influence attempt as seven independent yet correlated scales.
Construct Validity: Studies 1 and 2 A number of measures were 
included in studies 1 and 2 for validity testing. For study 1, these measures 
included 10 items derived from the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (Raskin 
and Terry 1988) and 12 items derived from Social Power scales (Swasy 1979). 
All items were adjusted for use with children. The 10 items from the NPI were 
composed of 5 items for entitlement and 5 items for exploitativeness. The 12 
items from Social Power were composed of 6 items for reward power, 3 items 
for legitimate power, and 3 items for coercive power. The Social Power items 
were measured from the perspective of the mother, in contrast to the social 
power scales used in the dissertation study which were measured from the 
perspective of the child.
In study 2, the validity items from study 1 as well as 4 items which 
measure the child’s perception of his/herself as a polite person were included. 
All measures were scored on four point Likert-type scales designed for use with 
children. The correlations of these measures with the dimensions of children’s 
direct influence attempts are shown in Tables 4.4 and 4.5. Note that 
significance levels are designated only for the correlations between the direct 
influence attempt scales and the related constructs.
Entitlement is designed to measure aspects of narcissism where a 
person expects special favors or privileges over others without obligation for
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reciprocity (Raskin and Terry 1988). Children who feel that they deserve to get 
their way are likely to resort to deception, to display anger, or to beg and plead 
when attempting to exert influence. Note that the types of direct influence 
attempts which are highly correlated with entitlement are in strong contrast to 
the types of direct influence attempts which are highly correlated with legitimate 
power. This further supports the notion that when children feel that they 
deserve to have their way, they react by utilizing negative influence attempts 
(e.g., displaying anger, con, and begging and pleading). In contrast, when 
children feel that their parent has the right to tell them what to do, they react by 
utilizing positive influence attempts (e.g., asking nicely, showing affection, and 
bargaining). Thus, entitlement should positively correlate with the con, anger, 
and beg and plead scales. As Tables 4.4 and 4.5 suggest, entitlement is 
positively correlated with con and anger in both studies (p<.01). In study 1, 
entitlement is positively correlated with beg and plead (p<.01)
Table 4.4
Correlations Among Direct Influence Attempt Scales and 
Related Constructs: Study 1___________
Ask
nicelv







Bargain .51 -.06 (.66)
Affection .53 -.15 .70 (.83)
Beq and plead -.10 .61 .17 .04 (.85)
Just ask .30 .10 .17 .19 .13 (.72)
Con -.25 .52 .16 .06 .39 .02 (.74)
Coercion .12** .02 .14** .13** .08 .06 .03
Reward .09 .06 .24** .11 .26** .02 .12**
Leqitimate .28** -.15** .13** .13** -.03 .09 -.08
Entitlement -.16** .23** .08 -.02 .29**
r-ol* .22**
Exploitativeness -.01 .11 .10 .08 .20** .13** .17**
‘ (coefficient alpha) 
** p<.05
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Table 4.5











Bargain .36 -.06 (.77)
Affection .59 -.19 .48 (.86)
Beg and plead -.15 .51 .15 .00 (.82)
Just ask -.04 .11 .04 -.03 .16 (.67)
Con -.20 .39 .01 .03 .41 -.01 (.61)
Coercion .17“ -.01 .20“ .14“ .05 -.07 -.02
Reward .07 .20“ .19“ .05 .09 .01 .13“
Legitimate .24“ -.03 .10 .11 -.16“ -.03 -.24“
Entitlement -.05 .19“ .11 -.00 .11 -.01 .15“
Exploitativeness -.05 .20“ .07 .08 .07 -.12 .24“
Nice .34“ -.14“ .12 .23“ -.06 -.03 -.13
‘ (coefficient alpha) 
** p<.05
Exploitativeness is designed to measure the aspects of narcissism 
where a person feels that he/she can understand others and thereby 
manipulate them. Con reflects this sort of manipulation, where a child feels 
he/she is able to get his/her way by deceiving the parent. Additional direct 
influence attempt scales which may be associated with exploitativeness are 
anger and beg and plead. As depicted in Tables 4.4 and 4.5, a positive 
correlation exists between exploitativeness and con in both studies (p<.01). In 
study 1, a positive correlation exists between exploitativeness and beg and 
plead (p<.01). In study 2, a positive correlation exists between exploitativeness 
and anger (p<.01).
Coercive power resides in the other parties’ perception that punishment 
will result from non-compliance (French and Raven 1959). In other words, 
coercive power is the degree to which one believes that they must do as
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another requests in order to avoid punishment. Children who fear punishment 
should attempt to exert influence in ways which will be perceived as positive by 
parents. For this reason, coercive power should be positively correlated to 
asking nicely, showing affection, and bargaining. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 support 
this suggestion, as coercive power is positively correlated with ask nicely, 
affection and bargain in both samples (p<.05).
Legitimate power is the degree to which a person is perceived to have 
the right to exert influence (French and Raven 1959). It represents the degree 
to which one perceives that another has the right to tell him/her what to do. 
Children who perceive that their parents have legitimate power should not 
attempt to exert influence by displaying anger, begging, or attempting to con 
their parents. In contrast, children should behave in a favorable manner toward 
their parents, suggesting that children will attempt to exert influence by asking 
nicely, showing affection, and bargaining. As suggested by Tables 4.4 and 4.5, 
this pattern of results is supported. Ask nice is positively correlated with 
legitimate power in both studies (p<.01). In study 1, affection and bargaining 
are positively correlated with legitimate power (p<05) and anger is negatively 
correlated with legitimate power (p<.05). In study 2, beg and con are 
negatively correlated with legitimate power (p<.05 and p<.01).
Reward power is the ability to positively or negatively bestow something 
on another party (French and Raven 1959). In other words, reward power is 
the degree to which one will comply with another’s requests in order to extract 
a reward. For example, children may express compliance in exchange for
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some future gain. Reward power should be positively correlated with the 
bargain scale and the con scale. As shown in Tables 4.4 and 4.5, reward is 
positively correlated with bargain (p<.01) and con (p<-05) in both studies.
The child’s perception of his/herself as a nice or polite person was 
measured with four items, “I am a polite person, “ “I generally try to be nice to 
other people, “ “I am a nice person, “ and “I try to be a sweet person." A child’s 
assessment of the degree to which they perceive themselves to be nice or 
polite should be positively correlated with the asking nicely and showing 
affection scales and negatively correlated with the anger scale. As shown in 
Table 4.5, nice is positively correlated with ask nicely and affection (p<.01) and 
negatively correlated with anger (p<.05).
Summary In summary, a children’s direct influence attempt scale 
measuring seven related dimensions was developed and validated. Two 
studies demonstrated the structure and measurement properties of the scale. 
The seven dimensions derived were ask nicely, bargain, show affection, just 
ask, beg and plead, show anger, and con.
Pretest Measures and Operationalizations
The following sections briefly describe the measures which were 
examined in the initial pretest of this research. Questionnaires which include 
the specific scale items may be found in Appendix A.
Relative Influence Children’s relative influence in purchase decisions 
was measured by a scale adapted from Beatty and Talpade (1994). Both 
mothers and children responded to variations of the scale. The scale contained
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nine items which measured the child’s relative influence across product specific 
decision contexts.
Decision History Decision history was measured by five items 
generated by the author. These items represented the child’s perception of his 
or her general success in affecting an outcome and was measured via a four 
point Likert scale developed for use with children.
Direct Influence Attempt Direct influence attempt was measured by 
29 items representing seven dimensions. These items were refined from the 
scale development procedure outlined in the first section of Chapter 4. The 
seven dimensions represented are asking nicely, displaying anger, bargaining, 
showing affection, begging and pleading, just asking, and con.
Preference Intensity Preference intensity was measured by 
derivations of two scales: product involvement (Korgaonkar and Moschis 1982) 
and value of the object (Deighton et al 1989). These scales were modified to 
be appropriate for children. Product involvement was measured by a 9 item 
Likert scale. Value of the object was a 10 item Likert scale measuring the 
enjoyment a person perceives in a good or sen/ice.
Child’s Active Influence Resources Several scales and two single 
item indicators were used to measure a child's active influence resources.
Items adapted from Swasy’s (1979) social power scales were used to measure 
the child’s perception of his or her reward power, expertise, coercive power, 
legitimate power, and referent power.
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Children’s employment/income status were represented by three levels: 
no income (not employed and no allowance), low income (less than the median 
reported income), and high income (equal to or greater than the median 
reported income) (Foxman et al 1989). Children’s self-reported school grades 
were categorized as high or low based on median splits (Foxman et al 1989).
Child’s Passive Influence Resources Several scales were used to 
measure a child’s passive influence resources. Items adapted from Swasy’s 
(1979) social power scales were used to measure the mother’s perception of 
her child’s reward power, expertise, coercive power, legitimate power, and 
referent power.
Parental Control Parental control was measured by the parenting 
locus of control scale (Campis et al 1986). The parenting locus of control scale 
was derived from prior locus of control studies and was altered to specifically 
address the degree to which parents feel that child-rearing success is within 
their control. The scale was made up of 47 items, 10 of which were specific to 
parental control of the child’s behavior.
Communication Communication was measured by 11 items 
generated by the author to represent the degree to which children are exposed 
to the various forms of media and to which children converse with others 
(family and friends) about products and services. Both communication scales 
employed a frequency scale for children, with scale points, “always,” “a lot,” 
“sometimes,” “not much,” and “never.”
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Summary In summary, several scales developed in prior research 
were used to measure the constructs in the conceptual model. Figure 4.1 
depicts the measures as they apply to each construct.
Pretest Procedures
The following sections outline the procedures used in the dissertation 
pretest. Included in the discussion are descriptions of the data collection 
procedures and the sample.
Data Collection Respondents were children aged 8-11 and their 
mothers. The children were selected from those enrolled in the fourth and fifth 
grades in selected public schools in Louisiana. Permission to collect data was 
requested from two school systems. Effort was made to select schools with 
both rural and urban student bodies. Once permission was granted from the 
school system, each school provided mailing lists of all children enrolled in the 
fourth and fifth grades. Each child was mailed a packet including: an 
introductory letter outlining the purpose of the research, a consent form 
detailing both the mothers’ and the children’s rights as research participants 
(i.e. human subjects) to be signed by the mother, a questionnaire for the 
mother, and a questionnaire for the child (see Appendix A). An opportunity to 
win two $50.00 cash prizes and a $50 contribution to the school were offered 
as incentives to encourage the return of the questionnaires.
Sample Characteristics Sample respondents were selected from two 
elementary schools in both rural and urban areas of Louisiana. Four hundred 
and forty-four questionnaire packets were mailed to children and their mothers.
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Eighty-nine completed questionnaire packets were returned. Therefore, the 
pretest response rate averaged 20%. Demographic information about the 
sample is provided in Table 4.6.
Table 4.6






Single, Never Married 7%
Divorced, Currently Single 11%
Married (First Time Only) 55%
Re-Married, Previously Divorced 25%
Widowed 2%









$20,000 - $29,999 12%
$30,000 - $49,999 32%
$50,000 - $69,999 12%
$70,000 and above 13%
Mother’s Education
Elementary School 1%
Some High School 10%






Some High School 3%






















Unemployed. No Income 4%
Student 0%
Retired 2%





5 or more 2%
Measurement Properties
The following sections discuss the analysis and results of the 
dissertation pretest. Included in the discussion is an examination of the 
measurement properties of each of the constructs in the conceptual model. 
Included in the examination are evidence of multivariate normality, internal 
consistency and dimensionality, and discriminant validity. In addition, the multi­
dimensional constructs are examined in three competing structures: first-order 
correlated factors, second-order factors, and summed scale single indicators 
for a construct.
Relative Influence The following sections discuss the multivariate 
normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, validity and competing 
model structures for relative influence. The relative influence measure was 
assumed to have four dimensions: child’s perception of initiation influence,
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child’s perception of search /  decision influence, mother’s perception of child’s 
initiation influence, and mother’s perception of child’s search / decision 
influence.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was examined by both 
a graphical examination of the data distribution and statistical tests.
Histograms of the data distributions of the relative influence variables did not 
exhibit departures from normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis 
statistics of each of these variables were within an acceptable range. Thus, no 
departures from normality were suggested. For this reason, it was assumed 
that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the four dimensions of relative influence by three ways: 
exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the 
initial exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal 
components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was 
constrained to four factors, representing the four dimensions of relative 
influence. Examination of the four factor solution found that the four factors 
accounted for 62.6% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 6.53 to 
1.24. All items had loadings above .5 and exhibited simple structure.
Therefore, all items met the criterion discussed in Chapter 3 and were retained 
for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension
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of the scale. For the four relative influence dimensions, coefficient alpha 
ranged from .74 to .85 (see Table 4.7), all of which were in the acceptable 
range. The inter-item correlations ranged from .17 to .67 across the four 
dimensions and item-to-total correlations ranged from .39 to .80 across the four 
dimensions. Inter-item correlations and item-to-total correlations for a few 
items were outside the acceptable range (i.e., >.3 and >.5, respectively).
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here include 
the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8). Fit statistics of the model are discussed in 
the model comparisons section following the validity section. For the four 
dimensions, the composite reliability ranged from .74 to .86, all in the 
acceptable range. The average variance extracted, representing the amount of 
variance captured by a construct’s measures relative to random measurement 
error, ranged from .39 to .60. Since the average variance extracted should be 
>.50, both the child’s perception of search / decision influence and the parent’s 
perception of search /  decision influence dimensions fell outside of the 
acceptable range. Standardized item loadings ranged from .40 to .90. Seven 
items fell outside of the acceptable range of >.70, with four items falling below 
.60. It is worth noting that the same items were problematic in both search / 
decision scales. Since the scale was originally developed for use with 
teenagers, the store choice and final decision components may not be as 
applicable to children aged 8-11.
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Table 4.7











Number of Items 4 5 4 5
Mean 12.48 13.99 12.17 16.27
Standard Deviation 3.32 3.79 3.58 3.63
Variance 10.99 14.35 12.79 13.20
Coefficient Alpha .80 .77 .85 .74
Composite Reliability .80 .77 .86 .74
Average Variance Extracted .50 .41 .60 .39
Table 4.8
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations





Mother’s Perception of Child’s Initiation 
Influence:
Mv child brings up the idea to buv a tov .74 3.32 0.94
Mv child tells me whv he or she needs a tov .90 3.11 1.12
My child tells me how much he or she would play 
with a toy
.72 2.94 1.14
My child gets me to start thinking about buying a 
tov
.73 2.81 1.09
Mother’s Perception of Child’s Search /  
Decision Influence:
My child visits a store to look at different kinds of 
toys
.65 3.31 1.06
My child examines different types of toys at the 
store
.78 3.44 1.08
Mv child goes to the store and buys a toy .74 2.75 0.81
My child decides on the tov that is finally bought .40 3.83 1.00
My child decides which store to buy the toy from .42 2 94 1.24
Child’s Perception of Initiation Influence:
I brinq up the idea to buv a toy .72 2.57 1.06
I tell my mother whv I need a tov .77 3.19 1.06
I tell mother how much I would play with a toy .66 3.35 1.06
I qet mother to start thinking about buying a toy .68 3.37 1.03
Child’s Perception of Search /  Decision 
Influence:
I visit a store to look at different toys .80 2.86 1.13
I look at different types of toys at the store .70 2.42 1.04
I go to the store and buv a toy .70 3.24 0.86
I choose the toy that is bought .42 2.37 1.14
I choose which store to buv the tov from .51 3.12 1.12
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Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed by two
approaches. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<|>) estimates of each 
pair of dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and 
Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 4.9, the confidence intervals around phi did 
not include a “1”, indicating adequate discrimination among dimensions. 
Second, for each pair of dimensions the average variance extracted was 
compared to the phi estimate squared (ty2). As shown in Table 4.9, the 
average variance extracted was greater than the phi squared (<|>2) for every 
pairing of the four dimensions. This further supported discrimination among 
dimensions. Thus, discriminant validity between the four dimensions was 
supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8
was used to compute fit indices for the competing structures of the relative 
influence construct. Model comparisons were made among a first-order 
correlated four factor model, a second-order factor model with four 
subdimensions, and a single construct with four summed dimensions as 
indicators (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 depict the 
respective structures. The fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 
4.10. As shown, the fit indices of the correlated first-order model and the 
second-order model were very similar. The GFI, AGFI, and CFI for the two 
models were .79 and .77, .73 and .70, and .82 and .79, respectively. In 
addition, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was 
approximately within an acceptable range of < . 10. The fit indices for the


















Phi Estimates for Relative Influence: Pretest Study
Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Child’s Initiation 1.00
Child’s Search/Decision .49 1.00 (.29, .69)
Parent’s Initiation .39 .37 1.00 (.19, .59) ...y it-sT)
Parent’s Search/Decision .27 .37 .56 1.00 (.11,.43) (.19. .55) (.34, .78)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Child’s Initiation 1.00
Child’s Search/Decision .24 1.00 .46
Parent's Initiation .15 .14 1.00 .55 .51
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Summed Scale Single Factor Model for Relative Influence: Pretest Study
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summed-scale single construct model, however, were significantly different.
The GFI was .89, an improvement over the other models; however, the AGFI 
and the RMSEA were both significantly out of range, indicating a lack of fit of 
the model to the data. Although this may suggest that the summed scale 
model may be better represented by two constructs, it is felt that in order to 
obtain a conceptually appropriate overall approximation of relative influence, a 
single construct is necessary. A single construct representation is also 
necessary in order to prevent the need for correlated endogenous constructs in 
the model (i.e., \jr).
Table 4.10
Model Comparisons for Relative Influence: Pretest Study







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
266.11 (129) 293.56 (131) 23.94 (2)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
932.46(153) 932.46(153) 134.56 (6)
GFI .79 .77 .89
AGFI .73 .70 .46
Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI)
.82 .79 .83
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
.79 .76 .49
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .71 .69 .82




Decision History The following sections discuss the multivariate
normality and internal consistency for the decision history construct. Decision 
history was assumed to be unidimensional; therefore, discriminant validity and 
model comparisons are not discussed. Figures 4.5 and 4.6 depict the single
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Summed Scale Construct Model for Decision History: Pretest Study
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construct with multiple items and the single construct with a summed scale 
indicator model structures.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
decision history variables did not indicate a significant departure from normality. 
In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics for four of the five variables 
were within an acceptable range. The second variable had a skewed 
distribution and was deleted from further analyses. Of the remaining four 
variables, no significant departures from normality were suggested. For this 
reason, it was assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Unidimensionalitv Internal consistency was 
examined via three ways: exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and 
confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to a single factor. Examination of 
the single factor solution found that the factor accounted for 49.6% of the 
variance with an eigenvalue of 1.99. All items had loadings of above .5 and 
exhibited simple structure. Therefore, all of the remaining four items were 
retained for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha for the scale was .65 (see Table 
4.11), slightly above the accepted level for exploratory research. The inter-item 
correlations ranged from .18 to .46. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .36 
to .58. A few items fell below the desired levels of >.3 for inter-item correlations
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and >.5 for item-to-total correlations; however, all items were retained for 
further analyses.
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here include 
the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 4.11 and 4.12). The composite reliability for the decision 
history scale was .67, which approximates the acceptable range. The average 
variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a 
construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, was .35. This 
was less than the desired range of > .50. The standardized loadings of the 
items for each dimension are shown in Table 4.12. These individual item 
loadings ranged from .47 to .80, with three items falling outside of the 










Average Variance Extracted .35
Table 4.12
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 





I usually get whatever I want .80 2.79 .78
I qet most of the things I want .47 2.20 .91
I always get whatever I want .56 2.32 .70
Most of the time I get what I ask for .47 3.30 .70
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Child’s Direct Influence Attempt The following sections discuss 
the multivariate normality, internal consistency, discriminant validity, and 
competing model structures for the child’s direct influence attempt construct. 
The direct influence attempt measure was assumed to have seven dimensions: 
show affection, just ask, display anger, bargain, beg and plead, con, and ask 
nicely.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
direct influence attempt variables did not indicate a significant departure from 
normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics were approximately 
within an acceptable range. Since no significant departures from normality 
were suggested, it was assumed that the data were appropriate for further 
analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
examined for the seven dimensions using exploratory factor analysis, reliability, 
and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to seven factors, representing the 
seven dimensions of children’s direct influence attempt. Examination of the 
seven factor solution found that the seven factors accounted for 76.6% of the 
variance with eigenvalues ranging from 7.37 to 1.07. All items had loadings 
above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, all items were retained for 
further analyses.
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Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the seven dimensions, coefficient alpha ranged from .80 to 
.95 (see Table 4.13), all well within the acceptable range. The inter-item 
correlations ranged from .33 to .90 across the seven dimensions. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .59 to .91 across the seven dimensions. Therefore, 
the direct influence attempt scale exceeded all of the aforementioned criteria 
for internal consistency.
Several measures in confirmatory factor analysis were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. These measures included composite 
reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item loadings (see 
Tables 4.13 and 4.14). For the seven dimensions, the composite reliability 
ranged from .80 to .94, exceeding the .70 criterion. The average variance 
extracted ranged from .50 to .79, also exceeding the range of > .50. The 
individual item loadings ranged from .53 to .95. Four items fell below .70, but 
were retained for further analyses.
Table 4.13
Psychometric Properties for Child’s Direct Influence Attempt: 











Number of Items 5 3 4 4 4 3 6
Mean 16.68 10.28 8.50 11.57 12.11 5.01 23.80
Standard Deviation 5.41 2.56 3.61 3.82 4.70 2.64 5.11
Variance 29.25 6.53 13.05 14.59 22.10 6.96 26.06
Coefficient Alpha .91 .80 .80 .80 .94 .81 .95
Composite
Reliability
.91 .81 .81 .80 .94 .81 .94
Average Variance 
Extracted
.67 .58 .53 .50 .79 59 .73
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Table 4.14
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations






I kiss her .71 3.04 1.30
I tell her that she is so sweet .84 3.15 1.32
I show her how much I love her .79 3.47 1.31
I sav that she is the best mom in the whole world .81 3.47 1.23
I tell her that she is a good mother .93 3.56 1.16
Just ask:
I only ask .69 3.28 0.99
I just ask .88 3.51 1.06
I just ask for it .71 3.49 0.96
Display Anger:
I slam the door .77 2.08 1.14
I veil .77 1.86 1.16
I hit something .53 1.89 1.14
I get mad .80 2.67 1.11
Bargain:
I sav that I will do whatever she wants me to do .71 3.06 1.10
I say that I will do anything she wants .78 3.10 1.21
I offer to wash the dishes or mow the lawn .61 2.46 1.28
I say that I will help clean the house .73 2.94 1.23
Beg and Plead:
I ask over and over .75 3.26 1.23
I beg and beg and beg .94 2.94 1.35
I beg .95 2.89 1.33
I keep asking .89 3.02 1.23
Con:
I sav that I need it for school when I reallv don’t .84 1.71 1.05
I sav that I don’t already have one, when I do .68 1.61 1.05
I sav that mv teacher said that I reallv need it .77 1.69 1.01
Ask Nicely:
I politely ask for it .88 4.04 0.84
I ask very nicely .88 3.92 1.07
I ask in a sweet wav .75 3.82 1.03
I ask for it in a nice wav .91 3.95 0.96
I ask in a polite wav .84 4.08 0.92
I ask in a nice wav .86 3.99 0.91
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<j>) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips
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1982). The presence of a “1” in the confidence interval would be indicative of a 
failure of discriminant validity. As shown in Table 4.15, the confidence intervals 
around phi did not include a “1”. Second, the average variance extracted 
between two dimensions was compared to the phi estimate squared (<j>2).
When the amount of shared variance explained between two dimensions is 
greater than the correlation between the two dimensions squared, discriminant 
validity is supported. As shown in Table 4.15, the average variance extracted 
was greater than the phi squared (<|)2) for every pairing of the four dimensions. 
Thus, discriminant validity between the seven dimensions was supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8 
was used to compare the competing structures of the direct influence attempt 
construct (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). The first-order correlated factor 
model, second-order factor model, and single construct with summed 
dimensions as indicators model are depicted in Figures 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9. The 
fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 4.16. As shown, a 
comparison of the fit statistics for the three competing models indicate that 
direct influence attempt would be best represented by a correlated first order 
model. This model structure is appropriate for averaging the frequency 
measures for each dimension and summing all of the dimensions to create a 
single item indicator. This single item is then used in the structural model to 
reflect the total influence attempts or actions exerted by the child in a purchase 
decision.



















Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Affection 1.00
Just Ask .10 1.00 (-.08. .28)
Anqer .03 -.24 1.00 (-.15, .21) (-.42, -.06)
Bargain .55 .04 .11 1.00 (.33. .77) (-.12. .20) (-.05. .27)
Beg/Plead -.03 -.12 .43 .08 1.00 (-.21..15) (-.30. .06) (.23. .63) (-•10..26)
Con .12 .09 .33 .17 .24 1.00 (-.06. .30) (-.09. .27) (.15. .51) (.01. .33) (.04. .44)
Ask Nicely .19 .40 -.42 .13 -.07 -.24 1.00 (.01. .37) (.20. .60) (-.62. -.22) (-.03. .29) (-.25. .11) (-.42. -.06)
Dimension Phi' Estimates Average Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Affection 1.00
Just Ask .01 1.00 .63
Anqer .00 .06 1.00 .60 .56
Bargain .30 .00 .01 1.00 .59 .54 .52
Beg/Plead .00 .01 .18 .01 1.00 .73 .69 .66 .65
Con .01 .01 .11 .03 .06 1.00 .63 .59 .56 .55 .68
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Figure 4.7
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Figure 4.9
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Table 4.16
Model Comparisons for Child’s Direc Influence Attempt: Pretest Study







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
705.21 (356) 828.69 (370) 141.4 (14)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
2548.95 (406) 2548.95 (406) 209.6(21)
GFI .70 .66 .71
AGFI .64 .60 .43
Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI)
.84 .79 .32
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
.81 .77 -.01
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .72 .67 .33




Child’s Active Influence Resources The following sections discuss 
the multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, validity and 
competing model structures for children’s active influence resources. The 
active influence resources measure was assumed to have five dimensions: 
expert power, referent power, legitimate power, reward power, and coercive 
power.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, significant 
departures from normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was 
assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
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Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the five dimensions of active influence resources by exploratory 
factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial 
exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components 
factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to 
five factors. Examination of the five factor solution found that the factors 
accounted for 55.8% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 4.10 to 
1.47. However, several items had loadings of less than .5 and did not exhibit 
simple structure. For this reason, 5 items were deleted from further analyses, 
resulting in 17 items retained. In the second analysis, the five factors extracted 
65.4% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 3.8 to 1.24. All remaining 
items loaded at least .5 and exhibited simple structure on the appropriate 
factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the five active influence resources, coefficient alpha ranged 
from .65 to .86 (see Table 4.17), within the acceptable range. The inter-item 
correlations ranged from .24 to .74 across the five dimensions. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .31 to .75 across the four dimensions. Although a few 
items fell outside of the acceptable range for inter-item correlations and item-to- 
total correlations, all were retained for further analyses.
Internal consistency and dimensionality were further assessed by 
several measures in confirmatory factor analysis. These measures included
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the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 4.17 and 4.18). For the five dimensions, the composite 
reliability ranged from .65 to .85, closely approximating the appropriate range. 
The average variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured 
by measures relative to random measurement error, ranged from .35 to .59, 
with one dimension being less than .50. The standardized loadings of the 
items for each dimension ranged from .41 to .87 (as shown in Table 4.18).
Four of the 16 items fell outside of the acceptable range for standardized 
loadings; however, all items were retained for further analyses.
Table 4.17
Psychometric Properties for Child’s Active Influence Resources:
Pretest Study
Property Coercion Expertise Legitimate Referent Reward
Number of Items 2 4 2 4 4
Mean 3.27 9.55 3.45 14.38 12.02
Standard Deviation 1.52 3.15 1.41 1.65 3.01
Variance 2.32 9.90 1.99 2.72 9.06
Coefficient Alpha .74 .86 .65 .67 .85
Composite Reliability .74 .85 .65 .67 .85
Average Variance 
Extracted
.59 .59 .49 .35 .59
Table 4.18
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






I can get my mother to do what I want by getting 
upset
.80 1.44 0.78




1 am a toy expert .73 1.90 1.00
1 know a lot about toys .75 2.40 1.00
1 have a lot of experience with toys .80 2.74 0.94
1 play with toys a lot .78 2.51 0.81
(table con’d.)







Since she is my mother, my mother should do 
what I want
.63 1.65 0.81
Mv mother should do what I want .76 1.80 0.83
Referent:
My mother cares what I think of her .72 3.68 0.54
My attention means a lot to mv mother .46 3.27 0.72
Mv mother likes me .72 3.89 0.35
Mv mother thinks I am a great child .41 3.54 0.74
Reward:
If mother does what I want, I am nice to her .82 3.14 0.92
I am good to mother when she does what I want .87 3.10 0.86
I give mother nice things when she does what I 
want
.62 2.76 0.96
I will do something nice for mother if she does 
what I want
.74 3.02 0.88
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<)>) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 
1982). As shown in Table 4.19, the confidence intervals around phi did not 
include a “1”, meaning the dimensions were discriminant. Second, the average 
variance extracted between each pair of dimensions was compared to the phi 
estimate squared (<(>2). As shown in Table 4.19, the average variance 
extracted was greater than the phi squared (<j>2) for every pairing of the 
dimensions. Thus, discriminant validity between the five dimensions was 
supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis in LISREL 8 was 
used to compare the competing structures of the active influence resources 
construct (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12 depict 
the first-order correlated factor model, second-order factor model with


















Phi Estimates for Child’s Active nfluence Resources: Pretest Study
Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .27 1.00 (.09, .45)
Legitimate .31 .11 1.00 (.11,.51) (-.05. .27)
Referent -.15 .07 -.15 1.00 (-.31,.01) (-.07. .21) (-.31..01)
Reward .16 .14 .20 .11 1.00 (-.02. .34) (-.02. .30) (.02. .38) (-.05, .27)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .07 1.00 .59
Legitimate .09 .01 1.00 .54 .54
Referent .02 .01 .02 1.00 .47 .47 .42
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subdimensions, and single construct with summed dimensions as indicators. 
The fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 4.20. As shown in 
Table 4.20, both the correlated first-order model and second-order model fit the 
data equally well. However, the summed scale, single construct model fit the 
data better than both the correlated first-order and second-order models. The 
only indication that the summed scale, single construct model could be 
problematic was the RMSEA which fell outside of the acceptable range.
Table 4.20
Model Comparisons for Child’s Active Influence Resources: 
___________________ Pretest Study___________________







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
162.2(94) 174.77 (99) 12.8 (5)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
670.15 (120) 670.15 (120) 132.75(10)
GFI .84 .82 .96
AG FI .76 .76 .88
Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI)
.88 .86 .94
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
.84 .83 .87
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .76 .74 .90




Child’s Passive Influence Resources The following sections 
discuss the multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, 
validity and competing model structures for children’s passive influence 
resources. Like children’s active influence, the passive influence resources 
measure was assumed to have five dimensions of power: expert, referent, 
legitimate, reward, and coercion.
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Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not show a definitive 
departure from normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of 
each of the variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, 
significant departures from normality were not supported. For this reason, it 
was assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the five dimensions of passive influence resources by three ways: 
exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the 
initial exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal 
components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was 
constrained to five factors. In the initial analysis, examination of the five factor 
solution found that the factors accounted for 56.9% of the variance with 
eigenvalues ranging from 4.65 to 1.41. However, several items had loadings of 
less than .5 and did not exhibit simple structure. For this reason, 6 items were 
deleted from further analyses, resulting in 18 items which were retained. In the 
second analysis, the five factors extracted 66.3% of the variance with 
eigenvalues ranging from 3.82 to 1.14. All remaining items loaded at least .5 
and exhibited simple structure on the appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the five passive influence resources, coefficient alpha ranged
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from .64 to .80 (see Table 4.21), generally meeting the accepted criterion of 
>.60 for exploratory research. The inter-item correlations ranged from .15 to 
.69 across the five dimensions. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .31 to 
.75 across the five dimensions. Although a few items fell below .3 for inter-item 
correlations and .5 for item-to-total correlations, all were retained for further 
analyses.
Using confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to 
assess internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here 
include the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and individual 
item loadings (see Tables 4.21 and 4.22). For the five dimensions, the 
composite reliability ranged from .71 to .82, all within the acceptable range.
The average variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured 
by the construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, ranged 
from .35 to .55, with one dimension falling significantly outside of the advocated 
range. The standardized loadings of the items for each dimension ranged from 
.44 to .96, with several falling below .70.
Table 4.21
Psychometric Properties for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: 
___________ ________  Pretest Study ________ ________
Property Coercion Expertise Referent Reward Legitimate
Number of Items 5 4 4 3 3
Mean 7.70 12.75 17.89 7.04 3.98
Standard Deviation 3.46 3.72 2.61 2.96 1.99
Variance 11.95 13.84 6.82 8.76 3.99
Coefficient Alpha .74 .74 .80 .64 .71
Composite
Reliability
.73 .76 .82 .71 .77
Average Variance 
Extracted
.35 .45 .53 .47 .55
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Table 4.22
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






If I do not do what my child wants, he or she 
misbehaves
.46 2.07 1.27
By threatening to misbehave, my child can make 
me do what he or she wants
.52 1.24 0.79
My child won’t behave if I do not do what he or she 
wants
.56 1.52 0.90
If 1 do not do as my child wants, he or she will 
punish me
.64 1.33 0.97
My child will do something unpleasant if 1 do not do 
what he or she wants
.75 1.54 1.02
Expertise:
Mv child knows a lot about toys .78 3.73 1.19
Mv child plavs with a lot of toys .71 2.96 1.40
1 trust mv child’s judgment about tovs .50 3.79 1.08
Mv child is like a tov expert .66 2.28 1.26
Referent:
Mv child’s attention is very important to me .75 4.52 0.81
1 care what mv child thinks of me .81 4.71 0.67
In general, my child’s opinions and values are 
similar to mine
.51 3.95 1.10
1 want to relate to mv child .81 4.70 0.76
Reward:
1 want to do what my child wants because he or 
she miqht qive me something nice for doing it
.44 1.33 0.95
My child has the ability to reward me (in some 
manner) when 1 do what he or she wants
.62 2.95 1.42
My child may do something nice for me if 1 do what 
he or she wants
.90 2.75 1.42
Legitimate:
1 should do whatever mv child wants .53 1.24 0.71
It is mv duty to do what mv child asks .66 1.38 0.92
Because 1 am a mother, 1 should do whatever my 
child asks
.96 1.36 0.87
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two 
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<(>) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 
1982). As shown in Table 4.23, the confidence intervals around phi did not 
include a “1”. Second, the average variance extracted between each pair of



















Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Coercion 1.00
Expertise -.03 1.00 (-.19. .13)
Referent -.42 .12 1.00 (-.62, .32) (-.04. .28)
Reward .14 .28 .20 1.00 (-.04. .32) (.10. .46) (.02. .38)
Legitimate .38 .22 f ro at .23 1.00 (.18, .58) (.04. .40) (-.43, -.07) (.03. .43)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .00 1.00 .40
Referent .18 .01 1.00 .44 .49
Reward .02 .08 .04 1.00 .41 .46 .50
Legitimate .14 .05 .06 .05 1.00 .45 .50 .54 .51
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dimensions was compared to the phi estimate squared (<J)2). As shown in Table 
4.23, the average variance extracted for each pair of dimensions was greater 
than the phi squared (<(>2). Thus, discriminant validity between the five 
dimensions was supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis in LISREL 8 was 
used to compare the competing structures of the passive influence resources 
construct. Comparisons were made among a first-order correlated factor 
model, a second-order factor model with subdimensions, and a single construct 
with summed dimensions as indicators (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 
4.13, 4.14, and 4.15 depict the respective structures. The fit statistics (shown 
in Table 4.24) indicate that the correlated first-order and second-order models 
fit the data equally well; however, the summed scale, single construct model 
did not fit the data. Thus, the child’s passive influence resources may be 
modeled as either a correlated first-order model or as a second-order model.
Table 4.24
Model Comparisons for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: 
____________________ Pretest Study____________________







Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
376.76 (142) 411.92(147) 58.97 (5)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
934.46 (171) 934.46 (171) 113.9 (10)
GFI .76 .74 .81
AGFI .67 .66 .44
Comparative Fit Index .69 .65 .48
Non-Normed Fit Index .63 .60 -.04
Normed Fit Index .60 .56 .48
Root Mean Square 
Error of Approximation
.13 .13 .33
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Preference Intensity The following sections discuss the
multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, validity and 
competing model structures for preference intensity. The preference intensity 
measure was assumed to have two dimensions: value of the object and 
product involvement.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed in two
ways: a graphical examination of the data distribution and statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, departures from 
normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was assumed that the data 
were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the two dimensions of preference intensity by exploratory factor 
analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory 
factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components factor 
analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to two 
factors. Examination of the two factor solution found that the factors accounted 
for 45% of the variance with eigenvalues of 5.31 and 1.89. However, several 
items had loadings less than .5 and did not exhibit simple structure. For this 
reason, seven items were deleted from further analyses, resulting in 9 items 
retained. In the second analysis, the two factors extracted 67% of the variance
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with eigenvalues of 4.79 and 1.3. All remaining items loaded at least .5 and 
exhibited simple structure on the appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the two preference intensity dimensions, coefficient alphas 
were .90 and .72 (see Table 4.25), both within the acceptable range. The inter­
item correlations ranged from .35 to .72 across the two dimensions. Item-to- 
total correlations ranged from .48 to .77 across the two dimensions. Both the 
inter-item correlations and the item-to-total correlations were approximately 
within the acceptable range for scale items.
In confirmatory factor analysis, three measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality of preference intensity. This included 
composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 4.25 and 4.26). For the two dimensions, the composite 
reliabilities were .90 and .74. The average variance extracted was .48 and .60. 
The standardized loadings of the items for each dimension are shown in Table 
4.26. These individual item loadings ranged from .65 to .84. All measures are 
approximately within the acceptable ranges for multiple-item measures.
Table 4.25
Psychometric Properties for Preference Intensity: Pretest Study
Property Value of Object Product Involvement
Number of Items 6 3
Mean 15.80 6.98
Standard Deviation 4.50 2.42
Variance 20.28 5.88
Coefficient Alpha .90 .72
Composite Reliability .90 .74
Average Variance Extracted .60 .48
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Table 4.26
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 





Value of the Object:
Toys mean a lot to me .67 2.67 0.92
Toys make me happy .79 2.68 0.92
I want to have a lot of toys .74 2.40 0.96
I eniov toys .84 3.05 0.82
Toys are exciting to me .84 2.70 0.97
Toys are important to me .73 2.30 0.95
Product Involvement:
I eniov qettinq any toy .67 2.23 1.02
1 will choose a different toy if the toy 1 want is not 
in the store
.65 2.20 0.98
1 will take any toy if 1 can not have the toy 1 want .76 2.55 1.02
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<]>) estimate was examined 
for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 4.27, 
the confidence interval around phi did not include a “T’. Second, the average 
variance extracted between the two dimensions was compared to the phi 
estimate squared (<|)2). As shown in Table 4.27, the average variance 
extracted was greater than the phi squared (<)>2). Thus, discriminant validity 
between the seven dimensions was supported.
Table 4.27
Phi Estimates for Preference Intensity: Pretest Study
Dimension Phi Estimates 95% C. I. Around Phi
Product Involvement 1.00
Value of Object -.43 1.00 (-.23. -.63)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avq. Var. Extr’d. Betw. Dimensions
Product Involvement 1.00
Value of Object .19 1.00 .54
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8
was used to compute a first-order correlated factor model of the preference
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intensity construct. The second-order factor with subdimensions and the single 
construct with summed dimensions as indicators could not be computed, as the 
degrees of freedom were not sufficient (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 
4.16, 4.17, and 4.18 depict the structures of the three model types. The fit 
statistics for the first-order correlated model are shown in Table 4.28.
Table 4.28
Model Comparisons for Preference Intensity: Pretest Study
Measures of Fit Correlated First- Order Model
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic-Tested (df) 46.68 (26)
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic-Null (df) 463.41 (36)
GFI .91
AGFI .84
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .95
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .93
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .90
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA)
.09
Communication The following sections discuss the multivariate 
normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, validity and competing 
model structures for communication. The communication measure was 
assumed to have two dimensions: impersonal communication and 
interpersonal communication.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, significant 
departures from normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was 
assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
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Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the two dimensions of communication by three ways: exploratory 
factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial 
exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components 
factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to 
two factors. Examination of the two factor solution found that the factors 
accounted for 47.3% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 3.34 to 
1.87. All items loaded at least .5 and exhibited simple structure on the 
appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alphas were computed for each 
dimension of the scale. For the two communication dimensions, coefficient 
alpha ranged from .61 to .80 (see Table 4.29), each within the acceptable 
range for exploratory research. The inter-item correlations ranged from .14 to 
.66 across the two dimensions. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .23 to 
.74 across the two dimensions. Although a few items fell outside the 
acceptable range for inter-item correlations and item-to-total correlations, all 
items were retained for further analyses.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess internal consistency 
and dimensionality. The measures included the composite reliability, average 
variance extracted, and standardized item loadings (see Tables 4.29 and 4.30). 
For the two dimensions, the composite reliability ranged from .60 to .81. The 
average variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
155
construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, ranged from .23 
to .48. The standardized loadings of the items for each dimension are shown in 






Number of Items 5 6
Mean 13.28 16.99
Standard Deviation 3.79 3.68
Variance 14.35 13.56
Coefficient Alpha .80 .61





Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






I hear friends talking about their toys .64 2.80 1.10
I talk to mv friends about toys .90 2.55 1.05
I tell my friends about mv toys .85 2.41 1.06
I talk to mv parents about toys .42 2.81 1.06
I play with toys that belong to someone else .50 2.71 0.77
Impersonal Communication:
I look at toy catalogues .56 3.14 1.08
I see television advertisements about toys .32 4.16 0.83
I get mail about toys .40 2.25 1.18
I see newspaper advertisements about toys .36 2.49 1.20
I see magazine advertisements about toys .66 3.19 1.07
I hear radio advertisements about toys .43 1.77 0.90
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two 
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<J>) estimate was examined 
for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 4.31, 
the confidence interval around phi did not include a “1”. Second, the average 
variance extracted between the two dimensions was compared to the phi
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estimate squared ($2). As shown in Table 4.31, the average variance 
extracted was greater than the phi squared (<|)z). Thus, discriminant validity 
between the two dimensions was supported.
Table 4.31
Phi Estimates for Communication: Pretest Study






.22 1.00 (.06, .38)







Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8 
was used to compute a first-order correlated factor model for communication. 
The second-order factor with subdimensions and the single construct with 
summed dimensions as indicators could not be computed, as the degrees of 
freedom were not sufficient (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 4.19, 4.20, 
and 4.21 depict the structures of the three model types. The fit statistics for the 
correlated first-order model are shown in Table 4.32.
Table 4.32
Measures of Fit Correlated First- Order 
Model
%2 Goodness of Fit Statistic- 
Tested (d0
124.80(43)





Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .72
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .65
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .65
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA)
.13
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Parental Control The following sections discuss the multivariate 
normality and internal consistency for the parental control construct. Parental 
control was assumed to be unidimensional; therefore, discriminant validity and 
model comparisons are not discussed. Figures 5.22 and 5.23 depict the single 
construct with multiple items and the single construct with a summed scale 
indicator model structures.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
parental control variables did not indicate a significant departure from normality. 
In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics for the variables were within an 
acceptable range. Thus, no significant departures from normality were 
suggested. For this reason, it was assumed that the data were appropriate for 
further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Unidimensionalitv Internal consistency was 
examined via three ways: exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and 
confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to a single factor. In the initial 
factor analysis, the factor accounted for 26.2% of the variance with an 
eigenvalue of 2.62. Four items had loadings less than .5 or did not exhibit 
simple structure. For this reason, four items were deleted from further 
analyses. Examination of the second single factor solution found that the factor 
accounted for 41.2% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 2.47. All items had
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loadings of above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, six items were 
retained for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha for the scale was .71 (see Table 
4.11). The inter-item correlations ranged from .19 to .43. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .37 to .57. A few items fell below the desired levels of 
>.3 for inter-item correlations and >.5 for item-to-total correlations; however, all 
items were retained for further analyses.
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here include 
the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 4.11 and 4.12). The composite reliability for the parental 
control scale was .71, which approximated the acceptable range. The average 
variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a 
construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, was .31. This 
was less than the desired range of > .50. The standardized loadings of the 
items for each dimension (see Table 4.12) ranged from .41 to .71, with some 
items falling outside of the acceptable range of > .70.
Table 4.33
Property Parental Control






Average Variance Extracted .31
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Table 4.34
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






I always feel in control when it comes to my child .49 3.63 1.29
My child’s behavior is hopeless .41 4.18 1.33
It is easier to let my child have his or her way 
than to put up with a tantrum
.50 4.77 0.75
Mv child’s behavior is more than I can handle .71 4.62 0.96
My child behaves in a manner very different from 
the wav I would want him or her to behave
.40 4.62 1.02




Chapter 4 discussed the development and initial evaluation of the 
measurement scales used in this research. Measurement properties were 
found to be generally within acceptable ranges. Slight modifications were 
made to some items prior to the final data collection. These modifications are 
discussed further in the final evaluation of the measurement scales in Chapter
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 5
FINAL EVALUATION OF THE MEASUREMENT SCALES 
Introduction
Chapter 5 outlines the procedures and measurement model analyses of 
the final dissertation study. Included in the first section are the data collection 
procedures and the sample characteristics. In the second section, the 
multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, discriminant 
validity, and model comparisons are summarized for each construct in the 
measurement model. The chapter concludes with an overview of the 
measurement properties of the scales used in the final study.
Final Study Procedures
The following sections outline the procedures proposed for the final 
dissertation study. Included in the discussion are descriptions of data collection 
procedures and the sample.
Data Collection Respondents were selected from children enrolled 
in the fourth and fifth grades in public schools in Louisiana. Permission to 
collect data was requested from several school systems. Effort was made to 
select schools with both rural and urban student bodies. Once permission was 
granted from the school system, all children in the fourth and fifth grades were 
asked to take home a packet to their mother which included: an introductory 
letter outlining the purpose of the research, a consent form detailing both the 
mothers’ and the children’s rights as research participants (i.e. human subjects) 
to be signed by the mother, a questionnaire for the mother, and a questionnaire
165
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
166
for the child (see Appendix B). An opportunity to win two $50.00 cash prizes 
was offered as an incentive to encourage the return of the questionnaires.
Sample Characteristics Sample respondents were selected from 13 
elementary schools in both rural and urban areas of Louisiana. Twelve 
hundred and eleven usable questionnaire packets were returned from the 2285 
distributed. The response rate was 53%. Demographic information about the 
sample is provided in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1






Sinqle, Never Married 10%
Divorced. Currently Single 15%
Married (First Time Only) 52%
Re-Married, Previously Divorced 19%
Widowed 3%









$20,000 - $29,999 16%
$30,000 - $39,999 13%
$40,000 - $49,999 10%
$50,000 - $59,999 7%
$60,000 - $69,999 3%
$70,000 and above 6%
Mother’s Education
Elementary School 2%
Some High School 15%










Some High School 18%









5 or more 9%
In order to examine the potential biasing effects of non-response error, 
the principal of each school system was sent a questionnaire which requested 
basic demographic statistics representing his or her student population (see 
Appendix C). These statistics were compared to those of the respondents.
This information is shown in Table 5.2. There appear to be few differences 
between the sample obtained and the population statistics reported by 12 of the 
15 principals. Therefore, it was assumed that the sample obtained for the final 
study was not biased by non-response error.
Table 5.2










Income < $20,000 45%
Enrollment in Free/Reduced Lunch Program 49%
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Measurement Model Analyses and Results
The following sections discuss the analyses and results of the 
measurement models of the final study. Included in the discussion is evidence 
of multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, and 
discriminant validity. In addition, the multi-dimensional constructs are 
examined in three competing structures: first-order correlated factors, second- 
order factors, and summed scale single indicators for a construct.
Relative Influence Children’s relative influence in purchase 
decisions was measured by a scale adapted from Beatty and Talpade (1994). 
Both mothers and children responded to variations of the scale. The scale 
contained nine items which measure the child’s relative influence across 
product specific decision contexts and has four dimensions: child’s perception 
of initiation influence, child’s perception of search / decision influence, mother’s 
perception of child’s initiation influence, and mother’s perception of child’s 
search / decision influence. Examination of the measurement properties of 
these items in the pretest found no need to modify the items. The following 
sections discuss the multivariate normality, internal consistency and 
dimensionality, validity and competing model structures for relative influence.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was examined by both 
a graphical examination of the data distribution and statistical tests.
Histograms of the data distributions of the relative influence variables did not 
exhibit departures from normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis 
statistics of each of these variables were within an acceptable range. Thus, no
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departures from normality were suggested. For this reason, it was assumed 
that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the four dimensions of relative influence by three ways: 
exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the 
initial exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal 
components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was 
constrained to four factors, representing the four dimensions of relative 
influence. Examination of the four factor solution found that the four factors 
accounted for 55.9% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 5.20 to 1.0. 
All items had loadings above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, all 
items met the necessary criterion and were retained for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the four relative influence dimensions, coefficient alpha 
ranged from .74 to .79 (see Table 5.3), all of which were in the acceptable 
range. The inter-item correlations ranged from .20 to .46 across the four 
dimensions and item-to-total correlations ranged from .44 to .67 across the four 
dimensions. Inter-item correlations and item-to-total correlations for a few 
items were outside the acceptable range (i.e., >.3 and >.5, respectively), but 
were not deleted from further analyses.
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here include
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the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 5.3 and 5.4). For the four dimensions, the composite 
reliability ranged from .75 to .79, all in the acceptable range. The average 
variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a 
construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, ranged from .38 
to .49. Standardized item loadings ranged from .47 to .77.
Table 5.3











Number of Items 4 5 4 5
Mean 11.57 15.98 11.52 14.70
Standard Deviation 3.84 4.03 3.21 3.58
Variance 14.72 16.27 10.31 12.80
Coefficient Alpha .77 .74 .79 .76
Composite Reliability .77 .75 .79 .76
Average Variance Extracted .45 .38 .49 .40
Table 5.4
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 





Mother’s Perception of Child’s Initiation 
Influence:
Mv child brings up the idea to buy a tov .67 3.18 0.92
Mv child tells me whv he or she needs a tov .77 2.81 1.07
My child tells me how much he or she would play 
with a tov
.71 2.74 1.14
My child gets me to stari thinking about buying a 
toy
.63 2.78 0.99
Mother’s Perception of Child’s Search /  
Decision Influence:
Mv child visits a store to look at different toys .76 3.01 1.03
My child examines different types of toys at the 
store
.74 3.36 1.04
Mv child goes to the store and buys a tov .59 2.61 0.82
My child decides on the tov that is finally bought .54 3.28 1.01
My child decides which store to buy the tov from .47 2.44 1.09
(table con’d.






Child’s Perception of Initiation Influence:
I bring up the idea to buy a toy .66 3.21 1.16
I tell my mother why I need a tov .66 2.60 1.27
I tell mother how much I would play with a tov .67 2.81 1.34
I get mother to start thinking about buying a tov .69 2.95 1.23
Child’s Perception of Search /  Decision 
Influence:
I visit a store to took at different toys .72 3.34 1.19
I look at different types of toys at the store .69 3.81 1.12
I go to the store and buy a tov .64 2.77 0.97
I choose the toy that is bought .50 3.40 1.19
1 choose which store to buy the toy from .50 2.64 1.28
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed by two
approaches. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<j>) estimates of each 
pair of dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and 
Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 5.5, the confidence intervals around phi did 
not include a “1”, indicating adequate discrimination among dimensions. 
Second, for each pair of dimensions the average variance extracted was 
compared to the phi estimate squared (<J>2). As shown in Table 5.5, the 
average variance extracted was greater than the phi squared (<|>2) for all but 
two pairs of the four dimensions. This partially supported discrimination among 
dimensions. Thus, discriminant validity between the four dimensions was 
generally supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8
was used to compute fit indices for the competing structures of the relative 
influence construct. Model comparisons were made among a first-order 
correlated four factor model, a second-order factor model with four


















Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Child's Initiation 1.00
Child’s Search/Decision .76 1.00 (.64. .88)
Parent’s Initiation .37 .29 1.00 (.27, .47) (.19, .39)
Parent’s Search/Decision .29 .42 .70 1.00 (.19. .39) (.32. .52) (.58. .82)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Child’s Initiation 1.00
Child’s Search/Decision .58 1.00 .42
Parent’s Initiation .14 .08 1.00 .47 .44
Parent’s Search/Decision .08 .18 .49 1.00 .43 .39 .45
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subdimensions, and a single construct with four summed dimensions as 
indicators (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 depict the 
respective structures. The fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 
5.6. As shown, the fit indices of the correlated first-order model and the 
second-order model were similar. The GFI, AGFI, and CFI for the two models 
were .94 and .91, .93 and .88, and 1.0 and .78, respectively. In addition, the 
root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was approximately within an 
acceptable range. The fit indices for the summed-scale single construct model, 
however, were significantly different. Although this suggested that the summed 
scale model would be better represented by two constructs, a single construct 
was used in order to obtain an overall approximation of relative influence.
Table 5.6
Model Comparisons for Relal ive Influence: Final Study







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
127.5 (129) 502.2 (131) 73.44 (2)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
1406.94 (153) 1862.29 (153) 228.42 (6)
GFI .94 .91 .88
AGFI .93 .88 .41
Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI)
1.0 .78 .68
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
1.0 .75 .04
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .91 .73 .68




Decision History The following sections discuss the multivariate
normality and internal consistency for the decision history construct. Decision 
history was assumed to be unidimensional, containing four items generated by
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the author which represent the child’s perception of his or her general success 
in affecting an outcome. Since the scale has a single dimension, discriminant 
validity and model comparisons are not discussed. Figures 5.4 and 5.5 depict 
the single construct with multiple items and the single construct with a summed 
scale indicator model structures.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
decision history variables did not indicate a significant departure from normality. 
In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics for the four variables were 
within an acceptable range. For this reason, it was assumed that the data were 
appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Unidimensionalitv Internal consistency was 
examined via three ways: exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and 
confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to a single factor. Examination of 
the single factor solution found that the factor accounted for 51.2% of the 
variance with an eigenvalue of 2.05. One item did not exhibit simple structure 
and was deleted. In the second factor analsis, the factor accounted for 64.3% 
of the variance with an eigenvalue of 1.93. All remaining items had loadings of 
above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, all of the remaining three 
items were retained for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha for the scale was .72 (see Table






















































































5.7). The inter-item correlations ranged from .27 to .36. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .51 to .60. All items were retained for further 
analyses.
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here include 
the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 5.7 and 5.8). The composite reliability for the decision 
history scale was .73, within the acceptable range. The average variance 
extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a construct’s 
measures relative to random measurement error, was .47. The standardized 
loadings of the items for each dimension are shown in Table 5.8. These 
individual item loadings ranged from .61 to .80.
Table 5.7
Property Decision History






Average Variance Extracted .47
Table 5.8
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations





I usually get whatever I want .61 2.22 .95
I get most of the things I want .80 2.75 .91
Most of the time I get what I ask for .63 2.86 .87
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Child’s Direct Influence Attempt Direct influence attempt was 
measured by 29 items representing seven dimensions (Williams and Burns 
1995). These items were refined from the scale development procedure 
outlined in Chapter 4. The seven dimensions represented asking nicely, 
displaying anger, bargaining, showing affection, begging and pleading, just 
asking, and con. Examination of the measurement properties of these items in 
the pretest data did not indicate a need for modification. Therefore, all 29 items 
remained unchanged in the final study. The following sections discuss the 
multivariate normality, internal consistency, discriminant validity, and competing 
model structures for the child’s direct influence attempt construct.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
direct influence attempt variables did not indicate a significant departure from 
normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics were approximately 
within an acceptable range. Since no significant departures from normality 
were suggested, it was assumed that the data were appropriate for further 
analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
examined for the seven dimensions using exploratory factor analysis, reliability, 
and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to seven factors, representing the 
seven dimensions of children’s direct influence attempt. Examination of the 
seven factor solution found that the seven factors accounted for 64.3% of the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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variance with eigenvalues ranging from 6.64 to 1.00. All items had loadings 
above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, all items were retained for 
further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. For the seven direct influence attempt dimensions, 
coefficient alpha ranged from .66 to .89 (see Table 5.9), all well within the 
acceptable range. The inter-item correlations ranged from .20 to .66 across the 
seven dimensions. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .45 to .80 across the 
seven dimensions.
Several measures in confirmatory factor analysis were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality. These measures included composite 
reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item loadings (see 
Tables 5.9 and 5.10). For the seven dimensions, the composite reliability 
ranged from .66 to .89. The average variance extracted ranged from .38 to .66. 
The standardized loadings (see Table 5.10) ranged from .57 to .84. All items 
were retained for further analyses.
Table 5.9












Number of items 5 3 4 4 4 3 6
Mean 18.19 10.68 8.55 12.52 12.28 5.36 23.31
Standard Deviation 5.18 2.67 3.83 3.81 4.69 2.71 5.14
Variance 26.85 7.13 14.68 14.53 21.95 7.34 26.38
Coefficient Alpha .87 .70 .80 .71 .89 .66 .89
Composite
Reliability
.87 .70 .79 .71 .89 .66 .89
Average Variance 
Extracted
.56 .44 .49 .38 .66 .40 .58
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Table 5.10
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






I kiss her .63 3.51 1.36
I tell her that she is so sweet .80 3.33 1.35
I show her how much I love her .80 3.86 1.19
I say that she is the best mom in the whole world .76 3.71 1.30
I tell her that she is a good mother .75 3.78 1.23
Just ask:
I only ask .66 3.56 1.15
I just ask .58 3.55 1.12
I just ask for it .75 3.56 1.11
Display Anger:
1 slam the door .71 2.03 1.17
1 veil .74 1.96 1.18
1 hit something .64 1.88 1.23
1 get mad .71 2.68 1.27
Bargain:
1 say that 1 will do whatever she wants me to do .57 3.48 1.23
1 say that 1 will do anything she wants .63 3.25 1.29
1 offer to wash the dishes or mow the lawn .60 2.68 1.38
1 say that 1 will help clean the house .66 3.11 1.31
Beg and Plead:
1 ask over and over .75 3.24 1.27
1 beq and beg and beq .88 3.03 1.44
1 beg .84 2.96 1.37
1 keep asking .79 3.06 1.34
Con:
1 say that 1 need it for school when 1 really don’t .67 1.75 1.15
1 say that 1 don’t already have one, when 1 do .64 1.73 1.16
1 say that mv teacher said that 1 really need it .58 1.88 1.20
Ask Nicely:
1 ask in a nice wav .68 3.91 1.05
1 politely ask for it .70 3.86 1.12
1 ask very nicelv .78 3.88 1.06
1 ask in a sweet way .77 3.79 1.09
1 ask for it in a nice wav .82 3.96 1.00
1 ask in a polite way .80 3.92 1.06
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi ($) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips
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1982). The presence of a “1” in the confidence interval would be indicative of a 
failure of discriminant validity. As shown in Table 5.11, the confidence intervals 
around phi did not include a “1”. Second, the average variance extracted 
between two dimensions was compared to the phi estimate squared (<j>2) .
When the amount of shared variance explained between two dimensions is 
greater than the correlation between the two dimensions squared, discriminant 
validity is supported. As shown in Table 5.11, the average variance extracted 
was greater than the phi squared (<|>2) for all but two pairs of the seven 
dimensions. Thus, discriminant validity between the seven dimensions was 
generally supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8 
was used to compare the competing structures of the direct influence attempt 
construct (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). The first-order correlated factor 
model, second-order factor model, and single construct with summed 
dimensions as indicators model are depicted in Figures 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8. The 
fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 5.12. As shown, a 
comparison of the fit statistics for the three competing models indicated that 
direct influence attempt would best be represented by a correlated first order 
factor model. This model structure allows the frequency measures for each 
dimension to be averaged and all of the dimensions to be summed to create a 
single item indicator. In the structural model, this single item indicator 
represents the total influence attempts exerted by the child in a purchase 
decision.
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Table 5.12
Model Comparisons for Child's Direct Influence Attempt: Final Study







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
222.62 (356) 458.35 (370) 219.11 (14)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
* 3170.97 (406) 319.65 (21)
GFI * .87 .77
AG FI * .85 .55
Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI)
* .97 .45
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
* .96 .17
Normed Fit Index (NFI) * .86 .44




*Not reported, model had a perfect fit
Child’s Active Influence Resources Items adapted from Swasy’s 
(1979) social power scales were used to measure the child’s perception of his 
or her active influence resources. This construct was assumed to have five 
dimensions: reward power, expertise, coercive power, legitimate power, and 
referent power. Examination of the measurement properties in the pretest data 
indicated a need to modify several scale items. For this reason, several items 
of the child’s active influence resources were modified or deleted. In some 
cases, only small modifications were made to the item’s wording. Overall, 
however, the items were changed to be specific to a purchase context. In 
addition, the items were generally modified to reflect more of a child’s 
perception of his or her ability to act, as opposed to an evaluation of past 
behavior (with the exception of expertise which does not readily lend itself to 
such changes). It was felt that the items used in the pretest were asking
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children to make a summary evaluation of past actions, in contrast to the 
intended general feeling as to a capacity to act. Specifically, the referent 
power dimension was changed to reflect a mother’s identification with the 
child’s opinions as opposed to an identification with the child. Legitimate power 
was altered to reflect the child’s ability to tell the mother what he or she wants 
instead of an ability to demand acquiescence. The means and standard 
deviations of the items retained in analysis (see Table 4.18) indicated that 
children did not identify with being able to demand a response from their 
mothers. Thus, it is hoped that a change to having a right to state preferences 
will provide better results. The following sections discuss the multivariate 
normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, validity and competing 
model structures for children’s active influence resources.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, significant 
departures from normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was 
assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the five dimensions of active influence resources by exploratory 
factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis, in the initial 
exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components
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factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to 
five factors. Examination of the five factor solution found that the factors 
accounted for 48.5% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 5.37 to 
1.31. However, some items had loadings of less than .5 and did not exhibit 
simple structure. For this reason, 3 items were deleted from further analyses, 
resulting in 24 items retained. In the second analysis, the five factors extracted 
51.8% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 4.94 to 1.28. All 
remaining items loaded at least .5 and exhibited simple structure on the 
appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the five active influence resources, coefficient alpha ranged 
from .68 to .85 (see Table 5.13), within the acceptable range. The inter-item 
correlations ranged from .11 to .56 across the five dimensions. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .32 to .74 across the five dimensions. Although a few 
items fell outside the acceptable range for inter-item correlations and item-to- 
total correlations, all were retained for further analyses.
Internal consistency and dimensionality were further assessed by 
several measures in confirmatory factor analysis. These measures included 
the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 5.13 and 5.14). For the five dimensions, the composite 
reliability ranged from .68 to .85, closely approximating the appropriate range. 
The average variance extracted ranged from .24 to .49. The standardized
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loadings of the items (see Table 5.14) ranged from .81 to .42. All items were 
retained for further analyses.
Table 5.13
Psychometric Properties for Child’s Active Influence Resources: 
____________ ________  Final Study ________________
Property Coercion Expertise Legitimate Referent Reward
Number of Items 4 6 5 7 4
Mean 5.86 14.58 13.77 20.76 12.56
Standard Deviation 2.44 4.65 3.56 3.74 2.70
Variance 5.95 21.63 12.64 13.96 7.27
Coefficient Alpha .71 .85 .74 .68 .70
Composite Reliability .71 .85 .74 .68 .70
Average Variance 
Extracted
.39 .49 .37 .24 .37
Table 5.14
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






When I threaten to misbehave, my mother will 
usually buv what I want
.56 1.39 0.76
If mother does not buy what I want, I can usually 
qet her to change her mind by misbehaving
.69 1.49 0.87
l can get my mother to buy whatever I want by 
qetting upset
.64 1.48 0.81
I can get my mother to buy what I want by doing 
somethinq that she would not want me to do
.58 1.50 0.88
Expertise:
I play with tovs a lot .58 2.75 0.97
I am a tov expert .73 2.14 1.09
I know more about tovs than a lot of others do .72 2.02 0.98
I know a lot about toys .81 2.36 1.05
I am a good judge of tovs .64 2.71 1.00
I have a lot of experience with toys .72 2.61 1.02
Legitimate:
I have the right to tell my mother what I want her 
to buy for me
.57 2.68 1.15
My mother should trv to buv what I ask for .56 2.49 0.99
My mother should listen when I tell her what I 
want her to buv for me
.71 2.68 1.01
My mother should allow me to make some 
decisions about what to buy
.50 2.99 0.91
I should be able to tell my mother what I want her 
to buy for me
.68 2.93 1.01
(table con’d.)







My approval or disapproval will usually infuence 
what mv mother will buv for me
.42 2.84 0.97
My mother wants to understand what I like about 
the things that we buv for me
.49 3.04 0.91
My mother cares what I think about the things she 
buys for me
.57 3.30 0.85
Mother and I usually think alike about the things 
which are bought for me
.46 2.74 0.96
My feelings have a lot to do with what my mother 
buys for me
.46 2.69 1.03
Mv mother tries to like the same things that I like .47 2.82 0.92




I can act good for mother when she buys what I 
want her to buv
.58 3.18 0.93
I can make my mother feel good when she buys 
what I want her to buv for me
.59 2.88 1.02
I can do something nice for mother when she 
buys what I want her to buv for me
.66 3.27 0.88
I can give my mother something nice when she 
buys what I want her to buv for me
.59 3.22 0.89
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<j>) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 
1982). As shown in Table 5.15, the confidence intervals around phi did not 
include a “1”, meaning the dimensions were discriminant. Second, the average 
variance extracted between each pair of dimensions was compared to the phi 
estimate squared (<)>2). As shown in Table 5.15, the average variance 
extracted was greater than the phi squared (<J>2) for every pairing of the 
dimensions. For both the money and grades measures, single item indicators 
precluded the calculation of average variance extracted measures. Thus, 
discriminant validity between the seven dimensions was supported.



















Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .11 1.00 (.03. .191
Leaitimate .10 .17 1.00 (.02. .18) (.09. .25)
Referent .01 .16 .19 1.00 (-.07. .09) (.08. .24) (.11. .27)
Reward .03 .15 .22 .24 1.00 (-.05, .11) (.07, .23) (.12. .32) (.14, .34)
Monev .18 .05 .03 .01 .08 1.00 (.04, .32) (-.07, .17) (-.09, .15) (-.09, .11) (-.14. .10)
Grades .07 .04 -.03 -.03 -.02 .15 1.00 (-.05. .19) (.08. .16) (-.15, .09) (-.13, .07) (-.04, .20) (-.03, .33)
Dimension Phi* Estimate Average Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .01 1.00 .44
Leaitimate .01 .03 1.00 .38 .43
Referent .00 .03 .04 1.00 .32 .37 .31
Reward .00 .02 .05 .06 1.00 .38 .43 .37 .31
Monev .03 .00 .00 .00 .01 1.00
• * * • *
Grades .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 1.00 * * *
• * *
*Not computed, single item indicator
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Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis in LISREL 8 was 
used to compare the competing structures of the active influence resources 
construct (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 5.9,5.10, and 5.11 depict the 
first-order correlated factor model, second-order factor model with 
subdimensions, and single construct with summed dimensions as indicators. 
The fit statistics for the three models are shown in Table 5.16. As shown by the 
fit statistics of the three models, both the correlated first-order model and 
second-order model fit the data equally well. In addition, the summed scale, 
single construct model also fit the data. For this reason, active influence 
resources was investigated as both a correlated first-order model and as a 
summed scale, single construct model.
Table 5.16
Model Comparisons for Child’s Active Influence Resources:
Final Study







X 2  Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
191.62(331) 216.01 (345) 23.35 (14)
X 2  Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
* * 173.54(21)
GFI * * .97
AGFI * * .95
Comparative Fit index 
(CFI)
* * .94
Non-Normed Fit Index 
(NNFI)
* * .91
Normed Fit Index (NFI) * * .87




‘Not reported, model had a perfect fit
Child’s Passive Influence Resources Items adapted from Swasy’s 
(1979) social power scales were used to measure the mother’s perception of
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her child’s passive influence resources. This construct was assumed to have 
five dimensions: reward power, expertise, coercive power, legitimate power, 
and referent power. Examination of the measurement properties in the pretest 
data indicated a need to modify and/or delete several of the scale items. As 
with a child’s active influence resources, several items of the child’s passive 
influence resources were modified or deleted. In some cases, only small 
modifications were made to the item’s wording. Overall, the items were 
changed to be specific to a purchase context. In addition, the items were 
generally modified to reflect a mother’s perception of her child’s ability to act, as 
opposed to an evaluation of the child’s past behavior. Similar to the child’s 
active resources, it was felt that the items used in the pretest were asking 
mothers to make an evaluation of the child’s past actions, in contrast to the 
intended general feeling as to the child’s capacity to act. The referent power 
dimension was also changed to reflect the mother’s identification with her 
child’s opinions as opposed to an identification with the child. Legitimate power 
was altered to reflect the mother’s perception of her child’s right to tell her what 
he or she wants instead the right to demand. The means and standard 
deviations of the items retained in analysis (see Table 4.22) indicated that the 
mothers, like their children, did not identify with having their children demand a 
response. The following sections discuss the multivariate normality, internal 
consistency and dimensionality, validity and competing model structures for 
children’s passive influence resources. The passive influence resources
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measure was assumed to have five dimensions: expert power, referent power, 
legitimate power, reward power, and coercive power.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not show a definitive 
departure from normality. In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of 
each of the variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, 
significant departures from normality were not supported. For this reason, it 
was assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the five dimensions of passive influence resources by three ways: 
exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the 
initial exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal 
components factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was 
constrained to five factors. In the initial analysis, examination of the five factor 
solution found that the factors accounted for 45.1% of the variance with 
eigenvalues ranging from 4.95 to 1.23. However, two items had loadings of 
less than .5 and did not exhibit simple structure. For this reason, the two items 
were deleted from further analyses, resulting in 26 items which were retained.
In the second analysis, the five factors extracted 46.9% of the variance with 
eigenvalues ranging from 4.64 to 1.23. All remaining items loaded at least .5 
and exhibited simple structure on the appropriate factors.
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Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the five passive influence resources, coefficient alpha ranged 
from .64 to .75 (see Table 5.17), meeting the accepted criterion of >.60 for 
exploratory research. The inter-item correlations ranged from .10 to .34 across 
the five dimensions. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .30 to .53 across 
the five dimensions. Although some items fell below .3 for inter-item 
correlations and .5 for item-to-total correlations, all were retained for further 
analyses.
Using confirmatory factor analysis, several measures were used to 
assess internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here 
include the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and individual 
item loadings (see Tables 5.17 and 5.18). For the five dimensions, the 
composite reliability ranged from .65 to .75, all within the acceptable range.
The average variance extracted ranged from .27 to .36. The standardized 
loadings of the items (see Table 5.18) ranged from .36 to .66.
Table 5.17
Psychometric Properties for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: 
 __________ ________  Final Study ________ ________
Property Coercion Expertise Referent Reward Legitimate
Number of Items 6 4 6 4 6
Mean 9.57 11.74 23.93 9.96 21.60
Standard Deviation 4.21 3.51 4.09 3.73 4.88
Variance 17.75 12.30 16.73 13.91 23.84
Coefficient Alpha .75 .68 .69 .64 .72
Composite
Reliability
.75 .68 .68 .65 .73
Average Variance 
Extracted
.33 .36 .27 .32 .32
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Table 5.18
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations






I may give in and buy what my child wants if he or 
she threatens to misbehave
.61 1.25 0.76
If I do not buy what my child wants, he or she may 
try to qet me to change my mind by misbehaving
.46 2.01 1.36
Sometimes I may buy what my child wants to keep 
him or her from getting upset
.61 1.68 1.14
If I do not buy what my child wants, he/she may do 
something that he/she knows I do not want him/her 
to do
.55 1.73 1.17
I am more likely to buy what my child wants if I 
think that he or she might get upset if I do not
.55 1.62 1.06
My child may be able to get me to buy what he or 
she wants bv acting badly
.66 1.29 0.84
Expertise:
Mv child spends a lot of time playing with toys .40 2.93 1.37
I think that mv child is a toy expert .65 2.13 1.23
My child knows more about toys than a lot of other 
people do
.72 2.78 1.21
Mv child knows a lot about tovs .55 3.89 1.13
Referent:
My child’s approval or disapproval will usually 
influence what I will buy for him or her
.61 3.44 1.32
I want to understand what my child likes about the 
thinqs that we buy for him or her
.49 4.32 0.94
I care what my child thinks about the things that I 
buy for him or her
.56 4.37 0.97
In general, my child and I have similar opinions 
about thinqs which are bought for him or her
.36 3.82 1.10
My child’s feelings influence what I will buy for him 
or her
.59 3.62 1.26
I usually want to buy things that my child likes .45 4.36 0.95
Reward:
If I buy what my child wants, he or she will 
probably act good for me
.57 2.68 1.42
My child has the ability to reward me in some 
manner when I buy what he or she wants me to 
buy
.53 3.12 1.45
My child can do something nice for me if I buy what 
he or she wants me to buy
.63 2.50 1.36
I like to buy what my child wants because he or 
she may give me something nice for doing it
.50 1.67 1.13
(table con’d.)







My child has the right to tell me what he or she 
wants me to buy for him or her
.61 3.55 1.42
I should try to buy what mv child asks for .39 3.03 1.29
I should listen when my child tells me what he or 
she wants to buy
.57 3.98 1.13
I should allow my child to make some decisions 
about things that I buy for him or her
.53 4.14 1.00
My child should be able to tell me what he or she 
wants me to buy for him or her
.65 3.65 1.32
My child has the right to influence me when I make 
purchase decisions about things for him or her
.58 3.24 1.36
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (<()) estimates of each pair of 
dimensions was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 
1982). As shown in Table 5.19, the confidence intervals around phi did not 
include a “1”. Second, the average variance extracted between each pair of 
dimensions was compared to the phi estimate squared (<|)2). As shown in Table 
5.19, the average variance extracted for all but one pair of dimensions was 
greater than the phi squared (<(>2). Thus, discriminant validity between the five 
dimensions was generally supported.
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis in LISREL 8 was
used to compare the competing structures of the passive influence resources 
construct. Comparisons were made among a first-order correlated factor 
model, a second-order factor model with subdimensions, and a single construct 
with summed dimensions as indicators (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 
5.12, 5.13, and 5.14 depict the respective structures. The fit statistics for the


















Phi Estimates for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: Final Study
Dimension Phi Estimates 95% Confidence Interval Around Phi
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .21 1.00 (.09. .33)
Referent .05 .32 1.00 (-.03. .13) (.24, .40)
Reward .50 .33 .36 1.00 (.42, .58) (.25, .41) (.26. .46)
Legitimate .04 .32 .87 .30 1.00 (-.04. .12) (.26. .38) (.77, .97) (.22. .38)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Variance Extracted Between Dimensions
Coercion 1.00
Expertise .04 1.00 .35
Referent .00 .10 1.00 .30 .33
Reward .25 .11 .13 1.00 .33 .34 .30
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three models are shown in Table 5.20. As indicated by the fit statistics, the 
correlated first-order and second-order models fit the data equally well. In 
addition, the summed scale, single construct model also fit the data, although 
not as well as the other two models. Thus, the child’s passive influence 
resources was modeled as both a correlated first-order model and as a 
summed scale, single construct model.
Table 5.20
Model Comparisons for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: 
____________  Final Study______ ______________







X 2  Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
283.69 (289) 321.2(294) 37.42 (5)
%2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
1423.13 (325) 1423.13 (325) 198.97 (10)
GFI .91 .90 .94







Normed Fit Index 
(NFI)
.80 .77 .81





Preference Intensity Preference intensity was measured by
derivations of two scales: product involvement (Korgaonkar and Moschis 1982) 
and value of the object (Deighton et al 1989). Product involvement is the 
personal relevance of the product category. Value of the object is the 
enjoyment a person perceives in a good or service. Examination of the pretest 
data indicated a need to modify and/or delete a few items in these two scales.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
209
In the pretest analyses of the product involvement scale, factor analyses 
indicated that two dimensions existed in the scale. These two dimensions 
corresponded to items reflecting high and low levels of involvement with toys. 
Even though the low involvement items were re-coded, these items loaded on a 
separate dimension. In order to ensure the intended unidimensionality of this 
scale, all items were worded to reflect low involvement in the final data 
collection. The value of the object scale did not require major modifications.
The following sections discuss the multivariate normality, internal consistency 
and dimensionality, validity and competing model structures for preference 
intensity.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed in two 
ways: a graphical examination of the data distribution and statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, departures from 
normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was assumed that the data 
were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the two dimensions of preference intensity by exploratory factor 
analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory 
factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components factor 
analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to two 
factors. Examination of the two factor solution found that the factors accounted
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for 44.2% of the variance with eigenvalues of 4.21 and 1.98. However, some 
items had loadings less than .5 and did not exhibit simple structure. For this 
reason, four items were deleted from further analyses, resulting in 10 items 
retained. In the second analysis, the two factors extracted 56.6% of the 
variance with eigenvalues of 4.03 and 1.63. All remaining items loaded at least 
.5 and exhibited simple structure on the appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the two preference intensity dimensions, coefficient alphas 
were .87 and .66 (see Table 5.21), both within the acceptable range. The inter­
item correlations ranged from .26 to .53 across the two dimensions. Item-to- 
total correlations ranged from .27 to .70 across the two dimensions. Both the 
inter-item correlations and the item-to-total correlations were approximately 
within the acceptable range for scale items.
In confirmatory factor analysis, three measures were used to assess 
internal consistency and dimensionality of preference intensity. This included 
composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized item 
loadings (see Tables 5.21 and 5.22). For the two dimensions, the composite 
reliabilities were .67 and .87. The average variance extracted, representing the 
amount of variance captured by a construct’s measures relative to random 
measurement error, was .35 and .53. The standardized loadings of the items 
for each dimension are shown in Table 5.22. These individual item loadings 
ranged from .35 to .79.
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Table 5.21
Psychometric Properties for Preference Intensity: Final Study
Property Value of Object Product Involvement
Number of Items 6 4
Mean 17.15 10.72
Standard Deviation 4.41 2.94
Variance 19.47 8.66
Coefficient Alpha .87 .66
Composite Reliability .87 .67
Average Variance Extracted .53 .35
Table 5.22
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 





Value of the Object:
Tovs mean a lot to me .73 2.90 0.94
Toys make me happv .78 3.05 0.89
I want to have a lot of toys .67 2.66 1.09
I eniov tovs .78 3.28 0.80
Toys are excitinq to me .79 2.94 0.93
Tovs are important to me .59 2.32 1.04
Product Involvement:
I will take anv tov .62 2.24 1.08
I eniov qettinq anv tov .67 2.78 1.05
I will take anv tov if I can not have the tov I want .67 2.59 1.09
If the toy I want is not in the store, I will pick out 
something else
.35 3.10 0.97
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity for the two dimensions of
preference intensity was assessed in two ways. First, the confidence interval 
around the phi (<j>) estimate was examined for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi 
and Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 5.23, the confidence interval around phi 
did not include a “1”. Second, the average variance extracted between the two 
dimensions was compared to the phi estimate squared (<f>z). As shown in Table 
5.23, the average variance extracted was greater than the phi squared (c|)2). 
Thus, discriminant validity between the two dimensions was supported.
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Table 5.23
Phi Estimates for Preference Intensity: Final Study
Dimension Phi Estimates 95% C. I. Around Phi
Product Involvement 1.00
Value of Object .42 1.00 (.32. .52)
Dimension Phi2 Estimate Avg. Var. Extr’d. Betw. Dimensions
Product Involvement 1.00
Value of Object .18 1.00 .44
Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8 
was used to compute a first-order correlated factor model of the preference
intensity construct. The second-order factor with subdimensions and the single 
construct with summed dimensions as indicators could not be computed, as the 
degrees of freedom were not sufficient (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 
5.15, 5.16, and 5.17 depict the structures of the three model types. The fit 
statistics for the first-order correlated model are shown in Table 5.24.
Table 5.24
Model Comparisons for Preference Intensity: Final Study
Measures of Fit Correlated First- Order Model
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic-Tested (df) 42.76 (34)
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic-Null (df) 843.87 (45)
GFI .97
AGFI .94
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .99
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .99
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .95
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) .03
Communication Communication was measured by an impersonal
communication scale (Williams and Burns 1995) and an interpersonal 
communication scale (Williams and Burns 1995). Examination of the pretest 
data indicated little need to modify scale items. A minor change was made to 
one item in the impersonal communication scale. The following sections
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discuss the multivariate normality, internal consistency and dimensionality, 
validity and competing model structures for communication.
Multivariate Normality Multivariate normality was assessed by a 
graphical examination of the data distribution and by statistical tests. 
Examination of histograms of the data distributions did not indicate a departure 
from normality. Further, the skewness and kurtosis statistics of each of these 
variables were generally within an acceptable range. Thus, significant 
departures from normality were not suggested. For this reason, it was 
assumed that the data were appropriate for further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Dimensionality Internal consistency was 
evaluated for the two dimensions of communication by three ways: exploratory 
factor analysis, reliability, and confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial 
exploratory factor analysis, the responses were subject to principal components 
factor analysis with a varimax rotation. The factor solution was constrained to 
two factors. Examination of the two factor solution found that the factors 
accounted for 42.3% of the variance with eigenvalues ranging from 3.24 to 
1.41. All items loaded at least .5 and exhibited simple structure on the 
appropriate factors.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha was computed for each dimension 
of the scale. For the two communication dimensions, coefficient alpha were .62 
and .75 (see Table 5.25), each within the acceptable range for exploratory 
research. The inter-item correlations ranged from .13 to .50 across the two
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dimensions. Item-to-total correlations ranged from .31 to .64 across the two 
dimensions. Although a few items fell outside the acceptable range for inter­
item correlations and item-to-total correlations, all items were retained for 
further analyses.
Confirmatory factor analysis was used to assess internal consistency 
and dimensionality. The measures included the composite reliability, average 
variance extracted, and standardized item loadings (see Tables 5.25 and 5.26). 
For the two dimensions, the composite reliabilities were .76 and .62. The 
average variance extracted, representing the amount of variance captured by a 
construct’s measures relative to random measurement error, was .25 and .40. 
The standardized loadings of the items (see Table 5.26) ranged from .36 to .82.
Table 5.25





Number of Items 5 5
Mean 13.42 14.99
Standard Deviation 4.50 3.67
Variance 17.04 13.50
Coefficient Alpha .75 .62
Composite Reliability .76 .62
Average Variance Extracted .40 .25
Table 5.26
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






I hear friends talkinq about their toys .57 3.13 1.25
I talk to my friends about toys .82 2.50 1.15
I tell my friends about mv toys .76 2.41 1.15
I talk to my parents about toys .47 2.89 1.13
I talk to other family members about toys .44 2.49 1.17
(table con’d.)







I see television advertisements about toys .36 4.29 0.90
i get advertisements in the mail about tovs .49 2.46 1.23
I see newspaper advertisements about tovs .54 2.78 1.34
I see magazine advertisements about tovs .56 3.39 1.15
I hear radio advertisements about toys .52 2.08 1.17
Discriminant Validity Discriminant validity was assessed in two
ways. First, the confidence interval around the phi (((>) estimate was examined 
for the presence of a “1” (Bagozzi and Phillips 1982). As shown in Table 5.27, 
the confidence interval around phi did not include a “1”. Second, the average 
variance extracted between the two dimensions was compared to the phi 
estimate squared (<|>2). As shown in Table 5.27, the average variance 
extracted was greater than the phi squared (c()z). Thus, discriminant validity 
between the two dimensions was supported.
Table 5.27
Phi Estimates for Communication: Final Study






.47 1.00 (.37, .57)







Model Comparisons Confirmatory factor analysis via LISREL 8 
was used to compute a first-order correlated factor model for communication. 
The second-order factor with subdimensions and the single construct with 
summed dimensions as indicators could not be computed, as the degrees of
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freedom were not sufficient (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). Figures 5.18, 5.19, 
and 5.20 depict the structures of the three model types. The fit statistics for the 
correlated first-order model are shown in Table 5.28.
Table 5.28
Measures of Fit Correlated First- Order 
Model
X2 Goodness of Fit Statistic- 
Tested (df)
38.75 (34)





Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .99
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .99
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .92
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA)
.02
Parental Control Parental control will be measured by the parenting 
locus of control scale (Campis et al 1986). Preliminary examination of the 
measurement properties of this scale indicated a need to modify and/or delete 
some scale items. As originally developed by Campis et al (1986), the 
parenting locus of control scale contained items which were intended to be 
reverse-coded. In factor analyses of the pretest data, these items loaded on a 
separate dimension from those items which were not intended to be reverse- 
coded even after re-coding. Since this scale was intended to be 
unidimensional, items were modified such that no item required reverse-coding 
for the final data collection. In addition, many of the items were modified to be 
more variable. Examination of the means and standard deviations of these 
items led to the conclusion that mothers may have been giving socially
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desirable responses. It was felt that making the items less time specific (i.e., 
stating that the item occurs sometimes rather assuming that it always occurs) 
would increase the variance of the scale items and move the item means 
toward the center of the scale (DeVellis 1991). The following sections discuss 
the multivariate normality and internal consistency for the parental control 
construct. Parental control was assumed to be unidimensional; therefore, 
discriminant validity and model comparisons are not discussed. Figures 5.21 
and 5.22 depict the single construct with multiple items and the single construct 
with a summed scale indicator model structures.
Multivariate Normality Histograms of the data distributions of the 
parental control variables did not indicate a significant departure from normality. 
In addition, the skewness and kurtosis statistics for the variables were within an 
acceptable range. Thus, no significant departures from normality were 
suggested. For this reason, it was assumed that the data were appropriate for 
further analyses.
Internal Consistency and Unidimensionality Internal consistency was 
examined via three ways: exploratory factor analysis, reliability, and 
confirmatory factor analysis. In the initial exploratory factor analysis, the 
responses were subject to principal components factor analysis with a varimax 
rotation. The factor solution was constrained to a single factor. In the initial 
factor analysis, the factor accounted for 36.5% of the variance with an 
eigenvalue of 3.28. Two items had loadings less than .5 or did not exhibit 
simple structure. For this reason, two items were deleted from further
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analyses. Examination of the second single factor solution found that the factor 
accounted for 38% of the variance with an eigenvalue of 2.66. All items had 
loadings of above .5 and exhibited simple structure. Therefore, seven items 
were retained for further analyses.
Reliability was measured by coefficient alpha, inter-item correlations and 
item-to-total correlations. Coefficient alpha for the scale was .72 (see Table 
5.29). The inter-item correlations ranged from .13 to .48. Item-to-total 
correlations ranged from .33 to .55. A few items fell below the desired levels of 
>.3 for inter-item correlations and >.5 for item-to-totai correlations; however, ail 
items were retained for further analyses.
In confirmatory factor analysis, several measures may be used to 
assess internal consistency and dimensionality. The measures reviewed here 
include the composite reliability, average variance extracted, and standardized 
item loadings (see Tables 5.29 and 5.30). The composite reliability for the 
parental control scale was .72, which approximates the acceptable range. The 
average variance extracted was .29. This was less than the desired range of > 
.50. The standardized loadings of the items for each dimension are shown in 
Table 5.30. These individual item loadings ranged from .33 to .75.
Table 5.29
Property Parental Control






Average Variance Extracted .29
Study
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Table 5.30
Standardized Loadings, Means, and Standard Deviations 






When I am tired, I let my child do things that I 
normally would not let him or her do
.33 2.46 1.43
I tend to allow mv child to get away with things .42 2.43 1.39
Sometimes I feel that my child’s behavior is 
hopeless
.63 1.95 1.34
My child usually knows how to get me to do 
thinqs that I really do not want to do
.31 2.64 1.42
Most of the time I feel that I do not have enough 
control over mv child
.74 1.86 1.29
I often feel that my child’s behavior is more than I 
can handle
.75 1.73 1.21
There are times when my child behaves in a 
manner very different from the way I would want 
him or her to behave
.36 3.47 1.40
Overall Summary
Chapter 5 demonstrated the measurement properties of the scales used 
in this research. Final evaluation found the scales to be generally within the 
acceptable ranges. The following table summarizes these analyses.
Table 5.31












Child’s Initiation 4 .77 .77 .45
SSSC*
Childs’ Search/Decision 5 .74 .75 .38
Parent’s Initiation 4 .79 .79 .49
Parent’s Search/Decision 5 .76 .76 .40
Decision History 3 .72 .73 .47 SSSC
Direct Influence Attempt 
Affection 5 .87 .87 .56
Single
indicator
Just ask 3 .70 .70 .44 £  (Avg. of
Anger 4 .80 .79 .49 all factors)
Bargain 4 .71 .71 .38
Beg and plead 4 .89 .89 .66
Con 3 .66 .66 .40
Ask nicely 6 .89 .89 .58
*SSSC = Summed scale, single construct
(table con’d.)












Active Influence Resources 
Coercion 4 .71 .71 .39
SSSC
Expertise 6 .85 .85 .49
Legitimate 5 .74 .74 .37
Referent 7 .68 .68 .24
Reward 4 .70 .70 .37
Passive Influence Resources 
Coercion 6 .75 .75 .33
SSSC
Expertise 4 .68 .68 .36
Referent 6 .69 .68 .27
Reward 4 .64 .65 .32
Leqitimate 6 .72 .73 .32
Preference Intensity 
Value of the Object 6 .87 .87 .53
SSSC
Product Involvement 4 .66 .67 .35
Communication
Interpersonal 5 .75 .76 .40
SSSC
Impersonal 5 .62 .62 .25
Parental Control 7 .72 .72 .29 SSSC
*SSSC = Summed scale, single construct
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CHAPTER 6
STRUCTURAL MODEL EVALUATION AND HYPOTHESES RESULTS 
Introduction
Chapter 6 of this dissertation research discusses the initial evaluation of 
the structural model, respecification of the structural model and the results of 
the hypotheses tests. Included in the discussion is a detailed account of the 
procedures and criteria used to evaluate the structural model and the 
respecified structural model. From the respecified model, the hypotheses 
results are reported. Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of the 
examination of mean level and structural model moderators.
Structural Model Evaluation
The structural model was estimated in LISREL 8 with a correlation matrix 
as input (see Appendix D). The two-step approach (Anderson and Gerbing 
1988) was used to estimated the structural model, whereby the measurement 
model was estimated and respecified separately from the structural model.
The measurement model estimation was reported in Chapter 5. From these 
analyses, it was determined that two constructs (parental control and decision 
history) would be represented with a single item, summed scale indicator. The 
lambda loadings for each of these single item indicators were set to the square 
root of coefficient alpha for the scale. Correspondingly, the error terms for 
each of these single item indicators were set to 1 - coefficient alpha. Five 
constructs (active influence resources, passive influence resources, preference 
intensity, communication, and relative influence) had multiple dimensions and
229
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
230
were represented with multiple summed scale indicators. For these five 
constructs, both the lambda loadings and the error terms were set free. The 
final construct, direct influence attempt, was represented with a single indicator. 
The single indicator was calculated as the sum of the averages of each 
dimension. The lamba loading for this single item indicator was set at 1.0, with 
the corresponding error term equal to 0.0. Perfect measurement was assumed 
in order to most closely approximate a formative indicator. A formative 
indicator was appropriate for this construct because the dimensions were 
mutually exclusive, the sum of which reflected the total number of actions 
employed by a child in order to exert influence in a purchase decision. Given 
these measurement model specifications, the structural model was evaluated 
as follows.
Several criteria may be used to evaluate the structural model. Those 
criteria which were investigated may be divided into two categories: overall fit 
and structural fit. Overall model fit was assessed using multiple criteria, as 
recommended by Bagozzi and Yi (1988) and Bollen (1989, 1990). Levels of fit 
in the range of .90 across fit indices (i.e. GFI, AGFI, NNFI and CFI) were 
deemed acceptable (Bollen 1990). To test the structural fit, the parameters of 
the structural model and the R2 for the structural equations were examined. 
Paths with t-values of greater than 1.65 were considered significant at 
alpha=.05 (one-tail test). Rz represented the amount of variance explained in 
the endogenous constructs. Although levels of Rz vary given the relationship of
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interest, amounts greater than .50 were desirable. The following sections 
report the results of the structural model evaluation.
Overall Model Fit The structural model depicted in Figure 6.1 was 
analyzed via LISREL 8 in order to compute the fit indices used to evaluate 
overall model fit. The overall fit indices for the structural model are shown in 
Table 6.1. As shown, the fit statistics for the structural model were not above 
the advocated > .90 range. The absolute fit statistics (GFI, AGFI, and RMSEA) 
suggested that the structural model fit the model adequately; however, the 
relative fit indices (CFI, NFI, and NNFI) suggested that the structural model 
could be respecified in order to achieve a better fit to the data. In order to 
further investigate areas where respecification might be most beneficial, the 
structural fit of the model was evaluated.
Table 6.1
Fit Statistics of Structural Model: Conceptual Model
Measures of Fit Structural Model
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Tested (df) 624.66 (218)
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Null (df) 1380.94 (253)
GFI .81
AGFI .75
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .64
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .58
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .55
Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA)
.08
Structural Fit Structural model fit was evaluated by two criteria: 
statistical significance of path coefficients and Rz. Statistical significance of 
each structural coefficient was determined by comparing the t-value of the path 
estimate to a t-value of 1.65. Estimated values greater than 1.65 were 
considered significant at p<.05 (one-tail test). Table 6.2 lists the path estimates
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and t-values for each of the paths in the structural model. Five of the nine 
paths were found to be significant at the .05 level. Of the four non-significant 
paths, two paths were related to parental control, suggesting that parental 
control may not affect children’s relative influence directly or indirectly as 
hypothesized. In addition, the path between preference intensity and direct 
influence attempt was non-significant, suggesting that preference intensity may 
have a direct rather than an indirect effect on relative influence. Finally, the 
non-significant path between decision history and direct influence attempt 
demonstrated that decision history may have a direct effect on relative 
influence rather than both a direct effect and an indirect effect through direct 
influence attempt as hypothesized.
Table 6.2
Path Estimates of Structural Model: Conceptual Itflodel
Path Estimate t-value
Active influence resources -> Direct influence attempt .51 3.08*
Communication -> Preference intensity .94 6.47*
Parental control -> Decision history -.03 -0.32
Parental control -> Relative influence .01 0.16
Passive influence resources -> Relative influence .25 3.14*
Preference intensity -> Direct influence attempt .17 1.15
Decision history -> Direct influence attempt .11 1.53
Decision history -> Relative influence .17 2.84*
Direct influence attempt -> Relative influence .28 5.29*
*p<.05
The second criterion used to evaluate structural fit was R2. R2 
represented the degree of explained variance which may be associated with 
each dependence relationship. Table 6.3 lists the R2 values for each of the four 
endogenous constructs. As shown, no variance was explained for decision 
history. This was not unexpected since the single path leading into decision
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history was not significant. The R2 for preference intensity was high (.82) for a 
construct with a single significant path leading into it, suggesting a need to 
further examine the relationship between communication and preference 
intensity. In fact, further examination of the correlation between these two 
constructs (.90) suggested the presence of multicollinearity, a condition which 
requires corrective action (Hair et al 1995). Finally, the variance explained for 
relative influence was .31. This value was not as high as would be desirable 
(i.e., >.50), further supporting the potential need for model respecification.
Table 6.3
R2 for Structural Equations: Conceptual Model
Endogenous Construct R2 for Structural Equations
Preference intensity .82
Direct influence attempt .19
Decision history .00
Relative influence .31
Both the overall model fit and the structural model fit evaluations 
suggested that the model could be respecified in order to achieve a better fit to 
the data prior to hypotheses testing. For this reason, the standardized loadings 
were also examined for additional information (see Table 6.4). The 
standardized loadings indicated that both the active influence resources 
construct and the passive influence resources construct were in need of 
respecification. Extremely low standardized loadings for coercion, good 
grades, and money on the active influence resources construct suggested that 
these dimensions should be modeled independently. Similarly, a low 
standardized loading of the coercion dimension on the passive influence
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resources construct indicated that passive coercion should also be modeled as 
an independent construct.
Table 6.4
Standardized Loadings: Conceptual Model





















Value of object .72
Product involvement .43




Child’s search /  decision .73
Mother’s initiation .43
Mother’s search /  decision .46
•Fixed value (square-root of coefficient alpha)
Respecification of the Model
Based on the initial structural model evaluation, the conceptual model 
was deemed in need of respecification. As noted in Chapter 3, model 
respecification is acceptable only when modifications can be conceptually 
supported. With this in mind, respecifications were justified both empirically 
and conceptually. The respecifications were conducted in two phases:
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measurement model modifications and structural model modifications. Both 
types of modifications are discussed in the following sections.
Measurement Model Three modifications to the measurement model 
were suggested by the path estimates, R2 and the standardized loadings for the 
initial structural model (see Tables 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4). First, the results of the 
analyses of the initial structural model suggested that three dimensions of the 
active influence resources construct should be modeled independently. These 
three dimensions (coercion, good grades, and money) were modeled as single 
item indicators, each on a single construct. Similarly, the standardized 
loadings for the passive influence resources construct suggested that coercion 
should be modeled as an independent construct. It too was modeled as a 
single item indicator on a single construct. These two respecifications were 
generally supported in the measurement model evaluations of Chapter 5, 
where it was found that both active and passive influence resources could be 
modeled as first order correlated constructs. These modifications were 
conceptually appropriate as well, given that coercion was viewed by both 
children and their mothers to be a negative power source (see mean levels in 
Chapter 5).
In order to ensure the appropriateness of these changes, the 
measurement model analyses for the remaining dimensions of active and 
passive influence resources (i.e., reward power, referent power, expertise, and 
legitimate power) were re-analyzed. The results of these analyses in the form 
of revised model comparisons are reported in Tables 6.5 and 6.6.
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Table 6.5
Model Comparisons for Child’s Active Influence Resources: 
___________ Respecified Measurement Model___________







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
134.43 (203) 135.86 (205) 2.04 (2)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
* * 148.64(6)
GFI * * 1.00







Normed Fit Index 
(NFI)
* * .99





*Not estimated, model had perfect fit
Table 6.6
Model Comparisons for Child’s Passive Influence Resources: 
____________Respecified Measurement Model____________







X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Tested (df)
190.25 (164) 195.72(166) 3.84 (2)
X2 Goodness of Fit 
Statistic-Null (df)
1034.00 (190) 1034.00 (190) 163.10(6)
GFI .92 .92 .99







Normed Fit Index 
(NFI)
.82 .81 .98
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When compared to the initial measurement model analyses for active 
and passive influence resources (see Tables 5.16 and 5.21), the results 
supported the respecifications of these constructs. As shown in Tables 6.5 and 
6.6, the respecified measurement models provided a better fit to the data than 
did the five dimensional models tested in Chapter 5. According to the 
respecified models, both four dimensional models of active and passive 
influence resources were modeled by multiple summed scale indicators (i.e., 
summed scale, single construct structure). The other independent dimensions 
(active coercion, good grades, personal income, and passive coercion) were 
modeled as summed scale, single indicators with lambda loadings equal to the 
square root of coefficient alpha and error terms equal to 1 - coefficient alpha.
As discussed in the Ra evaluation of the initial structural model, 
multicollinearity was found between the preference intensity and 
communication constructs (correlation = .90). In addition, the path estimate for 
the initial structural model between communication and preference intensity 
was .96. While this estimate was within the acceptable range of <1.0, it was 
very large, indicating a potential problem. Since both conditions suggested 
corrective action (Hair et al 1995), the third respecification to the measurement 
model was to model communication as two first-order correlated constructs. 
This respecification is substantiated theoretically in that interpersonal and 
impersonal communication are typically considered to be separate sources of 
information. This respecification does not allow for re-computation of 
competing measurement models; however, it should be noted that both
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impersonal and interpersonal communication were modeled as single summed 
scale indicators with lambda loadings equal to the square root of coefficient 
alpha and error terms equal to 1 - coefficient alpha. Figure 6.2 shows the 
respecified measurement model.
In order to evaluate the effects of these three measurement model 
respecifications, the structural model was re-computed. As shown in Table 6.7, 
the respecified measurement model provided a better overall fit to the data. In 
addition, as shown in Tables 6.8 and 6.9, modeling communication as two 
independent constructs reduced both the large path estimate between 
communication and preference intensity, as well as the high R2 estimate for 
preference intensity. Finally, the standardized loadings of the respecified 
model listed in Table 6.10 generally fell within acceptable ranges.
Table 6.7
Fit Statistics of Structural Model: Respecified Measurement Model
Measures of Fit Structural Model
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Tested (df) 515.60(189)
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Null (df) 1380.94 (253)
GFI .84
AGFI .77
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .71
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .61
Normed Rt Index (NFI) .63
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) .08
Table 6.8
ath Estimates of Structural Model: Respecified Measurement Mode
Path Estimate t-value
Active influence resources -> Direct influence attempt .48 3.78*
Active coercion -> Direct influence attempt .16 2.21*
Good grades -> Direct influence attempt .07 0.92
Money -> Direct influence attempt .12 1.78*
Interpersonal communication -> Preference intensity .61 6.55*
Impersonal communication -> Preference intensity -.06 -0.68
Parental control -> Decision history -.02 -0.23
(table con’d.)
















































Parental control -> Relative influence -.05 -0.61
Passive influence resources -> Relative influence .25 3.34*
Passive coercion -> Relative influence .08 0.92
Preference intensity -> Direct influence attempt .15 1.31
Decision history -> Direct influence attempt .07 1.04
Decision history -> Relative influence .16 2.81*
Direct influence attempt -> Relative influence .28 5.29*
Table 6.9
Endogenous Construct Rz for Structural Equations
Preference intensity .59

























Value of object .75
Product involvement .42




Child’s search /  decision .72
Mother’s initiation .43
Mother’s search /  decision .46
‘ Fixed value (square-root of coefficient alpha)
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Structural Model The second stage of respecification involved the 
structural model. There were two primary criteria which guided the 
respecification of the structural model: modification indices and residuals. 
Modification indices were calculated for each parameter which was not 
estimated in the model. Each index reflected the reduction in overall model chi- 
square which would be expected if the given path were added to the model. 
Values above 3.84 were considered significant (p<.05). Residuals represented 
prediction error, or areas in which the predicted correlation matrix did not equal 
the correlation matrix of the data. Residuals of greater than 2.58 were 
considered statistically significant (p<.05).
Review of the modification indices and residuals suggested that the 
structural model should be respecified by the addition of three structural paths: 
between active influence resources and decision history (y31), between child’s 
coercion and decision history (y3i2), and between preference intensity and 
relative influence (p41). The modification indices and sum of the standardized 
residuals for these paths are listed in Table 6.11 below.
Table 6.11
Modification Indices and Residuals: Respecified Structural Mode
Path Modification Index Residual
Active influence resources -> Decision history 37.21 15.81
Child’s coercion -> Decision history 10.07 2.87
Preference intensity -> Relative influence 54.14 15.06
These respecifications (shown in Figure 6.3) were also conceptually 
appropriate. First, a child’s assessment of his or her general ability to direct 
decision outcomes could be affected by the child’s perception of his or her 
personal resources. For example, if a child believes that he/she has expertise
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in electronics, the child may perceive that he/she is capable of influencing the 
selection of an electronics purchase. Second, preference intensity could 
directly affect relative influence. Research on decision-making among husband 
and wives supports this relationship (Corfman and Lehmann 1987).
Once these three paths were added to the structural model, the 
respecified structural model provided a better overall fit to the data (see Table 
6.12). In addition, the R2 estimates for decision history and relative influence 
are much improved (see Table 6.13). The path estimates for the respecified 
structural model (shown in Table 6.14) are discussed in the next section on 
hypotheses results.
Table 6.12
Fit Statistics of Structural Model: Respecified Structural Mode
Measures of Fit Structural Model
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Tested (df) 408.50 (186)
y2 Goodness of Fit Statistic - Null (df) 1380.94 (253)
GFI .87
AGFI .81
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) .80
Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) .73
Normed Fit Index (NFI) .70
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) .06
Table 6.13
Endogenous Construct R2 for Structural Equations
Preference intensity .62





Active influence resources -> Direct influence attempt .49 3.29*
Active coercion -> Direct influence attempt .17 2.28*
Good grades -> Direct influence attempt .07 0.95
(table con’d.
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Path Estimate t-value
Monev -> Direct influence attempt .11 1.68*
Active influence resources -> Decision history .70 5.27*
Active coercion -> Decision history .19 2.21*
Interpersonal communication -> Preference intensity .60 6.76*
Impersonal communication -> Preference intensity -.01 -0.14
Parental control -> Decision history -.08 -1.00
Parental control -> Relative influence .04 0.46
Passive influence resources -> Relative influence .22 3.26*
Passive coercion -> Relative influence .03 0.39
Preference intensity -> Direct influence attempt .17 1.49
Decision history -> Direct influence attempt .01 0.16
Preference intensity -> Relative influence .63 6.10*
Decision history -> Relative influence .14 2.49*
Direct influence attempt -> Relative influence .15 3.01*
*p<.05
Summary In summary, the model of this research was respecified to 
achieve a better fit to the data. A respecified model is considered a competing 
model, with the effects of adding or deleting paths being tested by making 
model comparisons (Bentler and Bonett 1980; Bentler 1982). The difference in 
chi-square values for the two respecified models is provided in Table 6.15. 
Comparison of the models demonstrates statistical significance of the 
respecification (Bentler and Bonett 1980).
Table 6.15
Model Comparisons: Initial and Respecified Models
Model x’ /d f A in y2 /  df Significance
Null 1380.94 (2531
Initial Model 624.66(218) 756.28/35 .0001
Measurement
respecification





A total of seventeen hypotheses representing the structural relationships 
among the constructs of the conceptual model of this research were tested.
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Empirical support for each hypothesis was determined by the statistical 
significance of the corresponding path estimate and the direction of the 
relationship. Ten of the seventeen hypotheses tested were found to be 
empirically significant. Each of these hypotheses is discussed in greater detail 
in the following sections.
Parental Control The first hypothesis examined the negative 
relationship between parents’ child rearing attitudes and the child’s relative 
influence in a purchase decision. The hypothesis was stated as,
Children whose parents exert more control over them will have less 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children whose 
parents exert less control over their them.
The gamma parameter estimate (y47) of 0.04 was non-significant (t-value = 
0.46). Thus, this hypothesis was not supported. The parents’ child rearing 
attitudes, as indicated by the mothers, did not appear to affect the child’s 
relative influence.
It was also hypothesized that the degree of control which a parent 
exerted over his or her child would negatively affect how the child viewed past 
decisions and how the child viewed his or her probable success in future 
decisions. This hypothesis was stated as,
H2: Children whose parents exert more control over them will perceive 
that they have a less successful history of directing the outcome 
of purchase decisions than children whose parents exert less 
control over them.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
247
The gamma paramater estimate (y37) of -.08 was also non-significant (t-value = 
-1.00), indicating a lack of support for this hypothesis. The child rearing 
attitudes of the mother also did not appear to affect the child’s perception of his 
or her history of decision-making.
Decision History The second set of hypotheses refered to decision 
history, or the child’s perception of his or her general outcome success in a 
decision exchange. It was hypothesized that children who believed that they 
were generally capable of directing decision-making to their favor were more 
likely to have greater relative influence in decision-making. The hypothesis 
was stated as follows,
H3: Children who perceive that they are generally more successful in 
directing the outcome of purchase decisions will have more 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children who 
perceive that they are generally less successful in directing the 
outcome of purchase decisions.
The beta parameter estimate (P43) of .14 was significant (t-value = 2.49). Thus, 
this hypothesis was supported. The child’s perception of his or her general 
ability to direct decision outcomes in his or her favor did directly affect the 
child’s relative influence.
It was also hypothesized that children who believed that they were 
capable of directing decision-making to their favor would be more likely to 
employ direct influence attempts. This hypothesis was stated as,
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H4: Children who perceive that they are generally more successful in 
directing the outcome of purchase decisions will employ more 
direct influence attempts than children who perceive that they are 
generally less successful in directing the outcome of purchase 
decisions.
The beta paramater estimate (P23) of .01 was non-significant (t-value = 0.16), 
indicating a lack of support for this hypothesis. The child’s perception of his or 
her general success in directing decision outcomes did not appear to affect the 
number of direct influence attempts utilized by the child.
Child’s Passive Influence Resources Passive resources were those 
sources of power attributed to the child by the parent. It was hypothesized that 
children’s passive resources, as determined by the mother, would positively 
affect the child’s relative influence. In other words, the more power that the 
mother attributed to her child, the more relative influence in a purchase 
decision the child should have had. The hypothesis was stated as follows,
Hs: Children whose parents perceive them to have more passive
influence resources will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than children whose parents perceive them to have 
fewer passive influence resources.
The gamma parameter estimate for the child’s passive legitimate, reward, 
expertise, and referent powers (y48= .22) was significant (t-value = 3.26); 
however, the gamma parameter estimate for the child’s passive coercive power 
(y49 =.03) was non-significant (t-value = 0.39). Thus, this hypothesis was
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partially supported. As inferred by the mother, a child’s legitimate, referent, 
reward, and expert powers appeared to postively affect a child’s relative 
influence in purchase decisions. However, according to the mother, a child’s 
passive coercive power did not affect relative influence.
Direct influence Attempts Direct influence attempts were 
represented as the sum of a child’s actions intended to direct a decision 
outcome according to his or her own preferences. It was hypothesized that the 
more influence attempts a child exerted, the more relative influence he or she 
would have in a purchase decision. The hypothesis was stated as,
He: Children who employ more direct influence attempts will have more 
relative influence in purchase decisions than children who employ 
less direct influence attempts.
The beta parameter estimate (p42) of .15 was significant (t-value = 3.01). Thus, 
this hypothesis was supported. It appeared that the number of direct influence 
attempts employed by a child had a positive effect on relative influence. 
Therefore, the more actions exerted by the child as influence attempts, the 
more relative influence the child should have had in purchase decisions.
Child’s Active Influence Resources Active influence resources were 
those sources of power perceived and directly controlled by the child. It was 
hypothesized that a child’s perception of his or her own resources would 
positively affect the child’s relative influence. In other words, the more power 
the child believed that he or she had, the more relative influence in a purchase 
decision the child should have had. The hypothesis was stated as follows,
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H7: Children who perceive that they have more active influence 
resources will employ greater direct influence attempts than 
children who perceive that they have less active influence 
resources.
The child’s active influence resources was specified as four independent 
constructs, three of which were significantly related to the number of direct 
influence attempts enacted by the child. The gamma parameter estimates for 
the child’s perception of his or her legimiate, referent, reward, expert power (y21 
= .49; t-value = 3.29); coercive power (y22=.17; t-value = 2.28); and personal 
income (y24= .11; t-value = 1.68) were significant. The gamma parameter 
estimate for the child’s perception of having good school grades (y23= .07; t- 
value = 0.95), however, was non-significant. Thus, this hypothesis was partially 
supported. The number of direct influence attempts exerted by the child did 
appear to be related to the child’s perception of his or her active resources of 
legitimate, referent, reward, expert, coercive and income powers.
In addition to the effect on the number of the child’s direct influence 
attempts, active influence resources were found to be related directly to 
decision history in the respecified model. This relationship was conceptually 
supportable in that a child’s assessment of his or her general success in being 
able to direct a decision outcome in accordance with his or her own preference 
could be a reflection of the child’s perception of his or her resources in an 
exchange. For example, the more resources the child believed he or she had,
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the more likely the child would perceive himself or herself to be capable of 
directing decision-making. This respecification was stated as,
R,: Children who have more active influence resources will have a more 
successful history of directing the outcome of purchase decisions 
than children who have less active influence resources.
The gamma parameter estimates for the child’s perception of his or her 
legimiate, referent, reward, expert power (y31= .70; t-value = 5.27) and coercive 
power (%2=.19; t-value = 2.21) were significant. Thus, this respecification was 
supported. The child’s perception of his or her ability to direct a decision 
outcome appeared to be related to the child’s perception of his or her active 
resources of legitimate, referent, reward, expert, and coercive powers.
Preference intensity Preference intensity was the extent to which a 
child desired to achieve a particular outcome. It was hypothesized that a child 
who strongly desired a particular outcome would be more likely to attempt to 
exert influence in a group decision. The hypothesis was stated as,
He: Children with more preference intensity for a product or service will 
employ more direct influence attempts than children with less 
preference intensity for a product or service.
The beta parameter estimate (P21) of .17 was non-significant (t-value = 1.49). 
Thus, this hypothesis was not supported. The child’s preference intensity did 
not appear to affect the number of direct influence attempts enacted by the 
child.
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Although preference intensity did not indirectly affect relative influence 
through the number of direct influence attempts, a direct effect between 
preference intensity and relative influence was suggested by the respecified 
model. This direct effect was supported conceptually by Corfman and 
Lehmann (1987) who stated that persons who strongly desire a particular 
outcome are more likely to exert influence in a group decision. The direct effect 
was supported empirically by Foxman et al (1989) who found that children have 
more relative influence in purchase decisions where the outcome is considered 
important to them. This respecification of the conceptual model was stated as,
R2: Children with more preference intensity for a product or sen/ice will 
have more relative influence in purchase decisions than children 
with less preference intensity for a product or service.
The beta parameter estimate (p41) of .63 was significant (t-value = 6.10). Thus, 
this respecification was strongly supported. The child’s preference intensity 
appeared to directly affect the child’s relative influence in purchase decisions.
Communication Communication was divided into two types: 
impersonal and interpersonal. Impersonal communication was information 
directed to a large and diffuse audience, with no direct interaction between 
source and receiver. Interpersonal communication was any interaction which 
occured directly between two or more people by mail, by telephone, or in 
person. It was hypothesized that these two forms of communication would 
directly affect a child’s desire to achieve a particular purchase decision 
outcome. The hypothesis was stated as,
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H9: Children who receive more communication about a product or
services will have a greater preference intensity for the product or 
service than children who receive less communication about the 
product or service.
As respecified, the effect of communication on preference intensity was 
estimated separately for the two forms of communication. The gamma 
parameter estimate for interpersonal communication (y, 6 = .60) was significant 
(t-value = 6.76); however, the gamma parameter estimate for impersonal 
communication (y,5 = -.01) was non-significant (t-value = -0.14). Thus, this 
hypothesis was partially supported. The child’s receipt of interpersonal 
communication from friends and relatives appeared to be strongly related to the 
child’s preference intensity; however, the child’s receipt of mass 
communications did not appear to be directly related to the child’s preference 
intensity. The implications of this finding are discussed in greater detail in 
Chapter 7.
Summary Seventeen structural hypotheses were tested. A summary 
of the tests of these hypotheses is reported in Table 6.16.
Table 6.16 
Hypotheses Testing: Respecified Model
Hypothesis + /- Findings
H,: Parental control -> Relative influence - Non-significant, Reject
H,: Parental control -> Decision history - Non-significant, Reject
H„: Decision history -> Relative influence + Significant, Fail to Reject
H,: Decision history -> Direct influence attempts + Non-significant, Reject
Hj,,: Passive influence resources -> Relative 
influence
+ Significant, Fail to Reject
H„.: Passive coercion -> Relative influence + Non-significant, Reject
H„: Direct influence attempts *> Relative influence + Significant, Fail to Reject
(table con’d.)
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Hypothesis + /- Findings
H7.: Active influence resources -> Direct influence 
attempts
+ Significant, Fail to Reject
H^: Active coercion -> Direct influence attempts + Significant, Fail to Reject
H,„: Good grades -> Direct influence attempts + Non-significant, Reject
H,„: Money -> Direct influence attempts + Significant, Fail to Reject
Hs: Preference intensity -> Direct influence 
attempts
+ Non-significant, Reject
Hg.: Interpersonal communication -> Preference 
intensity
+ Significant, Fail to Reject
H*: Impersonal communication -> Preference 
intensity
+ Non-significant, Reject
R,.: Active influence resources -> Decision history + Significant, Fail to Reject
R,„: Active coercion -> Decision history + Significant, Fail to Reject
R,: Preference intensity -> Relative influence + Significant, Fail to Reject
These relationships and path estimates are depicted in Figure 6.4. Additional 
hypotheses tests about moderators are discussed in the next section.
Mean Level Moderators Analysis of variance tests were used to test 
for mean level differences in relative influence for the six hypothesized 
moderators. The results of the tests for each of these moderators is discussed 
below. For all tests, relative influence is the dependent variable and is 
represented by a single variable equal to the sum of the averages for ail four 
dimensions.
The first variable hypothesized to moderate the mean level of relative 
influence was socio-economic status. SES was a composite measure of the 
household income, the parents’ educational attainment, and the parents’ 
occupational status. The hypothesis was stated as,
H10: Middle and upper SES children will have more relative influence in 
purchase decisions than will lower SES children.
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The F-statistic of 1.57 was non-significant (p=.21). Thus, middle and upper 
SES children (x=2.95, n=809) did not appear to have significantly more relative 
influence in purchase decisions than did lower SES children (x=2.91, n=392).
The second variable hypothesized to moderate the mean level of relative 
influence was family type. Categories of family type were married - first time 
only (i.e., traditional), divorced - remarried (i.e., blended), divorced - single, 
single - never married, and widowed. The hypothesis was stated as,
H„: Children in single parent and blended dual parent families will have 
more relative influence in purchase decisions than will children in 
traditional dual parent families.
The F-statistic of 0.79 was non-significant (p=.37). Thus, children of single 
parent and blended parent families (x=2.92, n=567) did not appear to have 
significantly more relative influence in purchase decisions than did children of 
traditional dual parent families (x=2.95, n=625).
Gender of the child was also hypothesized to moderate the mean level 
of relative influence. Research suggested that female children would have 
greater relative influence in purchase decisions than male children (Moschis 
and Mitchell 1986). The hypothesis was stated as,
H12: Female children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will male children.
The F-statistic of 10.19 was significant (p=.00). Thus, gender moderated the 
mean level of relative influence; however, not in the manner hypothesized.
Mean level results indicated that male children (x=3.00, n=550) had
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significantly more relative influence in purchase decisions than did female 
children (x=2.88, n=643).
The next variable hypothesized to moderate the mean level of relative 
influence was race/ethnicity. Categories of race/ethnicity were Black-African 
American, White-Caucasian, Asian, Hispanic, and Other. The hypothesis was 
stated as,
H13: White children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will children of other races (e.g., Black, Asian, 
Hispanic, Other).
The F-statistic of 9.70 was significant (p=.00). Thus, white children (x=2.98, 
n=786) did appear to have significantly more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than did children of other races (x=2.85, n=410).
The final variables hypothesized to moderate the mean levels of relative 
influence were the child’s birth order and status in the family. The first of these 
two hypotheses was stated as,
H14: First-born children will have more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than will children born later.
The F-statistic of 4.40 was significant (p=.04). Thus, the child’s birth order did 
moderate the mean level of relative influence. Mean level results indicated that 
first-born children (x=2.98, n=381) had more relative influence in purchase 
decisions than did children born later (x=2.89, n=678).
The second hypothesis about the moderating effect of the child’s status 
on relative influence was stated as,
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H1S: Children of only-child families will have more relative influence in 
purchase decisions than will children in multiple-child families.
The F-statistic of 7.16 was significant (p=.01). Mean level results indicate that 
children of only-child families (x=3.07, n=149) had more relative influence in 
purchase decisions than did children in multiple-child families (x=2.92, n=1053).
Summary The main effects, significance levels, and group means for 
each moderator variable tested are reported in Table 6.17. Results show that 
gender, race/ethnicity, birth order and only-child status were significant 
moderators of the child’s relative influence in purchase decisions.
Table 6.17
Mean Level Moderators: Fina Study
Hypothesis Moderator F Statistic Probability
Level
Finding
H™ SES 1.57 .21 Non-significant, Reject
H„ Family type 0.79 .37 Non-significant, Reject
H„ Gender 10.19 .00 Significant, Fail to Reject
H„ Race/ethnicity 9.70 .00 Significant, Fail to Reject
H„ Birth order 4.40 .04 Significant, Fail to Reject
H« Only child 7.16 .01 Significant, Fail to Reject
Structural Model Moderator Stacked group analyses were used to 
test whether both the measurement and structural estimates could be assumed 
to be equal across a mutually exclusive grouping variable. Although no specific 
hypotheses about the nature of structural moderating effects were posited, 
there existed a possibility that a variable could moderate the structural model of 
this dissertation research. In order to test this possibility, the variable gender 
was examined in a stacked group model. Gender was selected because 
gender differences are commonly found in descriptive studies (e.g., Moschis 
and Mitchell 1986). This view is generally supported by the results of the
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ANOVA tests, which suggested that the most significant difference in relative 
influence was attributable to the child’s gender.
Testing is a two-step process, where the measurement model and 
structural model are tested for invariance in different stages. In both stages, 
the initial analysis assumes that all parameters are equal between groups.
From this point, parameters are incrementally freed and tested for statistical 
significant. This procedure reflects that advocated by the LISREL 8 manual 
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). The following sections discuss the measurement 
model and structural model testing procedure and criteria for evaluation in 
greater detail.
Measurement Model Stacked group analyses for the measurement 
model was an examination of the equality of the factor structures. Testing for 
factor structure equality required three steps (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993).
First, the measurement model was computed where all parameters were 
assumed to be equal between groups. This first set of measurement model 
analyses is shown in Table 6.18 as Model 1. Second, the factor loadings (Xs) 
for each group were set free. This set of measurement model analyses is 
shown in Table 6.18 as Model 2. The chi-square difference between the first 
and second models (Model 1 and Model 2) was computed in order to 
determine if the change in chi-square was sufficient enough to assume that the 
factor loadings were different between groups. This comparison is shown in 
Table 6.18 as a chi-square difference between Models 1 and 2. In the third set 
of measurement model analyses, the error variances (05s) for each group were
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set free. This set of analyses is shown in Table 6.18 as Model 3. Once again, 
the chi-square difference test was used to determine whether the error 
variances were significantly different in each group. This comparison is shown 
in Table 6.18 as a chi-square difference between models 2 and 3. When 
reviewing both model comparisons, no significant changes in chi-square were 
found across all measurement model analyses. Thus, the factor structures 
were assumed to be equivalent across all constructs for males and females.
Table 6.18








M1 & M2 




M2 & M3 
A xa/d f
Relative influence 341.61 /  300 338.03/286 3 .58 /14 329.42/268 8 .61 /18
Decision history 2 .8 4 /6 2.74 /  4 .1 0 /2 1.20/1 1.54 /  3
Preference intensity 115.9/89 114.17/81 1 .73 /8 105.18/71 8 .99 /10
Active influence resources 417.57 /  456 415.24/438 2 .33 /18 403.0/416 12.24/22
Active coercion 3 .69 /12 3 .3 3 /9 .3 6 /3 1 .76 /5 1.57 /  4
Impersonal communication 17.4 /20 16.71/16 .6 9 /4 15.82/11 .8 9 /5
Interpersonal communication 44.66 /  20 42.64 /16 2 .0 2 /4 39.18/11 3.46 /  5
Parental control 130.26 /  42 127.28/36 2.98 /  6 124.29/29 2 .9 9 /7
Passive influence resources 478.41 /  374 475.79 /  358 2 .62 /16 468.73/338 7 .06 /20
Passive coercion 77.96 /  30 74.04/25 3.92 /  5 67 .10 /19 6.94 /  6
Structural Model The structural model analyses tested whether the
hypothesized relationships between the constructs in the respecified model 
were equal across male and female children. Testing for structural invariance 
required several steps (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). First, the structural 
model was computed where all parameters were assumed to be equal between 
groups. Next, in a series of steps, each structural path was set free. Only the 
path being examined was set free; all other paths remained constrained to be 
equal. For each path, the chi-square difference test (i.e., comparison of the all 
equal model to the model with the single path free) was used to determine the
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statistical significance of each structural path. This comparison is shown below 
in the third column of Table 6.19. As shown, no significant differences were 
found for any single path or group of paths. The respecified structural model 
was assumed to be invariant across males and females. Thus, the nature of 
the hypothesized relationships in the respecified model appeared to generalize 
to both males and females.
Table 6.19
Paths Free x* /  df A in x2 /  df
All Equal 988.04/458
Y,, 985.18 /  457 2.86 /1
Y „ 985.53 /  457 2.51 /1
Y „ 987.53 /  457 0.51 /1
Y,„ 987.94/457 0.10/1
Y.« 987.33/457 0.71 /1
Y,. 987.94/457 0.10/1
987.93/457 0.11/1
Y.7 987.63 /  457 0.41 /1
Y.« 988.03/457 0.01 /1
Y.o 988.03/457 0.01 /1
Y,, 988.03/457 0.01 /1
Y „ 985.99/457 2.05/1
B„ 985.63 /  457 2.41 /1
0„ 986.78/457 1.26/1
0„ 987.61 /  457 0.43/1
0„ 987.63/457 0.41 /1
0., 987.98/457 0.06/1
Gammas ( ts ) 978.86/446 9.18/12
Betas (0s) 983.95 /  453 4.09 /  5
Phis (<t>s) 960.92/413 27.12 / 45
All Free 949.78 /  396 38.26 / 62
Although the nature of the relationships in the respecified model were 
assumed to be equal across males and females, the magitude of the structural 
coefficients were also examined. Any differences in the magnitude of the 
structural coefficients would not be sufficient enough to be considered
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statistically significant (i.e., did not produce a statistically significant change in 
chi-square); however, they could be interesting to examine.
Tables 6.20 and 6.21 show the beta and gamma path estimates for two 
models: model 1: all paths free (each group estimated independently) and 
model 2: all paths equal (both groups constrained to be equal). In both tables, 
the first two estimates per cell are the path coefficients for the female and male 
groups, respectively. The third estimate is the path coefficient when males and 
females are constrained to be equal (i.e., the aggregate model). Both tables 
are discussed in the following paragraphs.
For the beta paths, one path warrants discussion. The greatest 
difference in beta coefficient magnitude was found for the relationship between 
preference intensity and direct influence attempts. In the aggregate model (i.e., 
all path equal between two groups), this path was statistically significant 
(P21=.18; t-value = 2.31). However, when estimated separately, the magnitude 
of the beta coefficient differed between males and females. For males the 
relationship between preference intensity and direct influence attempt remained 
statistically significant (P2 ,=.24; t-value = 2.34); however, for females the beta 
coefficient was not statistically significant (|32,=.07; t-value = 0.65). One might 
conclude that preference intensity was a stronger predictor of the number of 
influence attempts exerted by males. However, it is important to remember that 
this difference is not statistically significant in model comparisons (see Table
6.19 for p21).
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Table 6.20










































For the gamma coefficients, three estimates warrant discussion. First, a 
difference in gamma coefficient magnitude was found for the relationship 
between the child’s active coercion and direct influence attempts. In the
aggregate model, this gamma coefficient was statistically significant (y22=.17; t- 
value = 3.38). However, when estimated separately, the magnitude of the 
coefficient differed between males and females. For males, the relationship 
between active coercion and direct influence attempt was statistically significant 
(yZ2=.22; t-value = 3.03); however, for females the path was non-significant 
(y22=.11; t-value = 1.42). This could lend to the conclusion that males were 
more likely than females to perceive that coercion was a power source which 
could be utilized in a direct influence attempt. However, it is important to 
remember that this difference is not statistically significant in model 
comparisons (see Table 6.19 for y22).
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Second, a difference in gamma coefficient magnitude was found for the 
relationship between the child’s perception that he or she had good school 
grades and the number of direct influence attempts. In the aggregate model, 
this gamma coefficient was not statistically significant (y32=.08; t-value = 1.48). 
However, when estimated separately, the magnitude of the coefficient differed 
between males and females. For males, the relationship remained non­
significant (y32=.04; t-value = 0.55); however, for females the path between 
good grades and direct influence attempts was statistically significant (y32=.13; 
t-value = 1.78). In contrast to active coercion, this finding suggests that 
females were more likely than males to perceive that good grades were a 
power source which could be utilized in a direct influence attempt. However, 
this difference is not statistically significant in model comparisons (see Table
6.19 for y3.2).
Finally, a difference in gamma coefficient magnitude was found for the 
relationship between the child’s active coercion and decision history. In the 
aggregate model, this path was statistically significant (y32=.20; t-value = 3.36). 
However, when estimated separately, the magnitude of the gamma coefficient 
differed between males and females. For males, the relationship between 
active coercion and decision history was not statistically significant (y 32= .1 0 ;  t- 
value =1.19); however, for females the path was significant (y32=.28; t-value = 
3.53). This implies that females were more likely than males to recognize the 
long range effects of using coercion as a power source in past decisions.
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However, it is important to remember that this difference is not statistically 
significant in model comparisons (see Table 6.19 for y32).
Table 6.21












































































Summary Stacked group analyses were utilized to test for the effect
of gender as a structural moderator. Results indicate that gender neither 
moderates the measurement model nor the structural model. The magnitude 
differences in the structural coefficients between males and females were
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exmained; however, these differences were not significant enough to conclude 
that any structural path was variant across the two groups.
Overall Summary
Chapter 6 presented results of the structural model analyses and of the 
respecification of the structural model. In the respecified model, ten of the 
seventeen structural hypotheses tested were found to be significant. In 
addition, four of the six hypothesized mean level moderators were found to be 
significant. Finally, the respecified structural model was tested in a stacked 
group model for gender differences. No significant stuctural differences due to 
gender were found.
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CHAPTER 7 
CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
Introduction
Chapter 7 of this dissertation discusses the conclusions of this research 
and identifies the best avenues for future research in the area. Included in this 
discussion are an interpretation of the findings of the research and its 
theoretical contributions, an overview of the managerial contributions of these 
findings, a summarization of the limitations of this research, and an outline of a 
number of future research directions.
Interpretation of Findings and Theoretical Contributions
The introduction to this dissertation posited several questions which 
were to be answered by this research. These questions were addressed by the 
hypothesis tests conducted in Chapter 6. These hypothesis tests are 
interpreted and integrated into the theoretical foundation of this research in the 
following paragraphs.
The primary objectives of this dissertation research were to distinguish 
between children’s active and passive influence and to determine the 
contribution of each to children’s relative influence in purchase decision­
making. To address these objectives, the first question was stated as follows,
(1) Does a child’s relative influence in purchase decisions arise from the 
child’s direct influence attempts, from the parent’s perception of 
passive influence resources of the child, or from some combination of 
both?
267
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In this question, a child’s active influence is exemplified by direct 
influence attempts which are the actions through which a child exerts influence. 
A direct influence attempt was defined as the sum of a child’s actions intended 
to direct a decision outcome according to his or her own preferences. Studies 
reviewed in Chapter 2 suggested that children utilize a number of different 
tactics to influence purchase decisions (Atkin 1978; Isler et al 1987; McNeal 
1992); however, researchers had not examined the impact of these influence 
attempts on children’s relative influence. This research examined this 
relationship and found that children’s actions are a major contributor to their 
relative influence in toy purchase decisions.
The second variable hypothesized to explain relative influence was 
children’s passive influence. Passive influence was defined as power attributed 
to the child by the mother. Research on decision-making and relative influence 
has identified passive influence as integral to the determination of relative 
influence (Corfman and Lehmann 1987); however, research on the passive 
influence resources of children is limited (Foxman et al 1989). Thus, although 
sources of passive resources have been suggested conceptually as necessary 
contributors to children’s relative influence (Foxman et al 1989; Scanzoni and 
Szinovacz 1980), this relationship has not been empirically examined. This 
research did examine this relationship and found that passive influence, as 
attributed to the child by the mother, was an important contributor to children’s 
relative influence in toy purchases.
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In summary, the findings of this research demonstrated that children’s 
relative influence in purchase decision-making arose from a combination of 
both active and passive influence. This finding is a major theoretical 
contribution in that it supports the need to research relative influence in 
decision-making from the perspectives of all parties involved an exchange. It 
demonstrates the fact that parties have both active and passive influence in 
decisions and that any assessment of a party’s influence must account for both 
sources of influence. This applies not only to family decision-making but also 
to distribution channel relations, corporate decision-making and strategy, and 
many other similar areas in marketing.
The second dissertation question addressed two additional factors which 
were thought to affect children’s relative influence: parents’ child-rearing 
attitudes and decision history. The question was stated as,
(2) Is a child’s relative influence affected by the degree to which parents 
exert control in child-rearing and/or by the child’s perception of his or 
her general ability to direct the outcome of a decision to his or her 
favor?
Research on the effect of parents’ child rearing attitudes dates back to 
the 1960’s (Berey and Pollay 1968). Across these studies, research suggested 
that children whose mothers were more traditional or conservative in child- 
rearing attitudes and whose mothers had an internal parenting locus of control 
were less likely to exert influence in purchase decisions (Roberts et al 1981; 
Berey and Pollay 1968; Darley and Lim 1986). A similar finding was not
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
270
supported in this research. It was found that the mother’s child rearing 
attitudes were not at all related to the child’s relative influence in decision­
making. This finding was very surprising given the past research suggesting 
the presence of this relationship. This result could be because this research 
focused solely on toy purchases, an area where children are many times 
accorded a great deal of latitude. Future studies within other purchase 
contexts may find that this relationship holds.
Decision history was defined as the child’s perception of his or her 
generalized decision outcome success. Corfman and Lehmann (1987) 
discussed decision history as a predisposition to act in lieu of prior decision 
encounters. Although a history effect was suggested in studies of conflict 
resolution (see Deutsch 1973), it had not been examined in the context of 
relative influence and decision-making with children. In this research, it was 
found that the child’s relative influence was affected by the child’s perception of 
his or her general ability to direct decision outcomes. It appeared that children 
who perceived that they had been successful in past decisions exerted greater 
relative influence in decision-making.
In summary, the findings of this research identified another factor which 
contributes to the theoretical understanding of children’s relative influence: 
decision history. This research suggested that a child’s perception of his or her 
general ability to direct decision outcomes according to his or her own 
preference was a good predictor of the child’s relative influence in a purchase 
decision. This finding contributes to the literature on family decision-making by
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extending Corfman and Lehmann’s (1987) suggestion that decision history is a 
necessary component when determining relative influence in an exchange. In 
addition, this finding demonstrates that decision history is a viable concept to 
children.
Parental control, however, did not affect relative influence in this 
research. Findings suggested that the child-rearing attitudes of the parent did 
not affect the child’s relative influence in a toy purchase decision. As discussed 
earlier, this finding could be due to the purchase context chosen for this 
research. Further research in other contexts is necessary before making any 
definitive conclusions about the effect of parental control on relative influence.
The third question examined by this dissertation attempted to identify 
those variables which would theoretically explain a child’s choice of direct 
influence attempts. This question was stated as follows,
(3) Does the child’s perception of personal resources, previous decision 
outcomes, and preference intensity for a product or service determine 
the type of direct influence attempt that he or she will employ?
Active influence resources are those sources of power perceived and 
directly controlled by the child. Research on the active sources of power for 
children suggested that children with greater resources would have more 
relative influence in purchase decisions (Foxman et al 1989). However, 
researchers have not addressed how personal resources were related to 
relative influence. This research hypothesized that the effect of personal 
resources on relative influence was mediated by direct influence attempts.
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Examination of this indirect relationship found that children were capable of 
assessing their own resource bases and choosing influence attempts which 
were consistent with their sources of active power. As discussed above, the 
direct influence attempts were found to directly affect relative influence. Thus, 
children’s active influence resources were indirectly related to relative influence 
via children’s actions.
This finding is theoretically significant in that it is the first research to 
examine the relationship between children’s perceptions of their resources and 
their actions employed in an influence attempt. In doing so, this research has 
extended the work of French and Raven (1959) to children. An implication of 
this finding is that children are able to critically evaluate which resources they 
have and which of these resources enable them to obtain what they want in an 
exchange.
Preference intensity was the extent to which a child desired to achieve a 
particular outcome. Research on the concept of preference intensity suggested 
that persons who strongly desired a particular outcome were more likely to 
exert influence in a group decision (Corfman and Lehmann 1987). However, 
past research did not examine how preference intensity was related to relative 
influence. This research hypothesized that preference intensity would indirectly 
affect relative influence through the child’s use of direct influence attempts. It 
was found that preference intensity was not related to the child’s choice of 
direct influence attempts. Instead, preference intensity was found to be directly 
related to the child’s relative influence.
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Theoretically, this research contributes to the study of decision-making 
and relative influence by extending Corfman and Lehmann’s (1987) framework 
to children. Like Corfman and Lehmann’s (1987) study of decision-making 
among husbands and wives, this research found that relative influence is a 
function of the preference intensities of the parties in an exchange. According 
to this research, children’s desire for particular toy purchase are directly related 
to their relative influence in decision-making.
The third factor thought to affect children’s direct influence attempts was 
decision history. As with preference intensity, it was found that decision history 
was not related to the child’s choice of direct influence attempts. This finding 
could be due to the cyclical nature of the relationship between decision history 
and direct influence attempts. In other words, a child’s perception of his/her 
general success in directing purchase decisions according to his/her 
preference may affect his/her choice of direct influence attempts; however, the 
successfulness of the child’s choice of direct influence attempts may also affect 
their ongoing assessment of their general ability to direct decision outcomes. 
Empirical findings (e.g., modification indices) in this research support the 
possibility that this relationship may be reciprocal, rather an unidirectional. 
Future studies should examine this possibility.
In summary, three factors were examined which could affect children’s 
direct influence attempts. Of the three, only children’s active influence 
resources was found to directly affect children’s direct influence attempts. 
Neither preference intensity nor decision history were found to affect children’s
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direct influence attempts. Thus, according to this research, children choose an 
influence attempt based only on their assessment of their personal resource 
base.
The fourth question examined by this dissertation asked whether 
communication played a role in affecting the child’s desire for a particular 
decision outcome. The question was stated as,
(4) Does communication influence a child’s preference intensity for a 
product or service?
Communication was divided into two types: interpersonal and 
impersonal. Interpersonal communication was product information shared by 
friends, relatives, acquaintances and others. Research suggested that children 
were participants in personal communication about products and services with 
their parents and peers (McNeal 1992). However, past research has not 
investigated the effect of interpersonal communication on a child’s preference 
intensity for a product or service. This research did examine this relationship 
and found that interpersonal communication from family and friends directly 
affected the child’s preference intensity. This finding is theoretically significant 
in that it supports the consumer socialization literature’s findings that word-of- 
mouth communication is major determinant of a person’s attitudes and 
preferences (Ward 1974).
Impersonal communication, also known as mass communication, 
referred to marketer-dominated information including advertising, personal 
selling, displays, sales promotions, and publicity. Reports suggest that children
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are bombarded with mass media communication about products and services, 
equaling roughly $1,003,500,000 in advertising and promotion expenditures 
(McNeal 1992). Research on the effects of impersonal communication 
suggested that TV advertising created positive attitudes and purchase 
intentions in children (Goldberg et al 1978; Gorn and Florsheim 1985; Gorn and 
Goldberg 1982; Resnik and Stem 1977; Robertson et al 1979). Other research 
found that impersonal communication was very influential is explaining a child’s 
procedures and evaluative criteria for shopping and buying (McNeal 1987) and 
a child’s ultimate choice of product (Hawkins and Coney 1974). However, past 
research has not specifically examined the effect of impersonal communication 
on a child’s preference intensity for a product or service.
This research did examine this relationship and found that impersonal 
communication did not have any relationship with the child’s preference 
intensity. This finding is very surprising given the number of advertisements 
directed towards children. This could be due to the fact that impersonal 
communication may not be directly related to preference intensity, but may 
instead be indirectly related to preference intensity through interpersonal 
communication. For example, in a study of third graders' Christmas gift 
requests, Caron and Ward (1975) found peer influence to be stronger than the 
influence of advertising, retailing, and catalogs. This finding implies that 
advertising and promotion may be an antecedent to discussion with friends and 
family about products and services, rather than an independent factor as 
modeled in this research.
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An alternative explanation for this finding would be that the way in which 
communication was measured (i.e., frequency of occurrence) could have 
affected the relationship between impersonal communication and preference 
intensity. For example, a child’s preference intensity for a toy purchase may 
not be affected by the sheer number of advertisements for the product, but 
instead it may be affected by the characteristics of the advertisement (e.g., 
color, sound, demonstration). Whatever the reason for this finding, this 
question requires further examination in future research.
In summary, this research found that interpersonal communication, not 
impersonal communication, was important in the determination of a child’s 
preference intensity for toys. This finding is theoretically relevant in that it 
raises questions as to the nature of the relationship between these two types of 
communication.
The final question of this dissertation research addressed whether or not 
the parent’s child-rearing attitudes affected decision history. It was stated as,
(5) Does the degree of control exerted by parents affect how decisions 
involving the child are generally made?
As discussed earlier, research on parents’ child-rearing attitudes found that 
children whose mothers were more traditional or conservative in child-rearing 
attitudes were less likely to exert influence in purchase decisions (Roberts et al 
1981; Berey and Pollay 1968; Darley and Lim 1986). This research 
hypothesized that in addition to affecting children’s relative influence, parental 
control should also affect how each child viewed past decisions and how the
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child viewed his or her probable success in future decisions. Findings 
suggested that the child rearing-attitudes of the mothers were not related to the 
children’s perception of their general ability to direct toy decisions. This finding 
could be due to the product context chosen for this study, given that children 
are generally accorded a great deal of freedom in toy selection over time. 
Further investigation in additional product contexts is required before making 
any conclusions about the effects of parental control.
Summary In summary, this dissertation research contributed to 
theory application and testing in several ways. First, this research developed 
and tested a conceptual model of the determinants of children’s relative 
influence in purchase decision-making. In doing so, this research empirically 
substantiated a theoretical distinction between active and passive influence. It 
demonstrated that children’s influence is derived from both the child’s overt 
action and the parent’s inference of power to the child.
Another contribution of this research was an exploration of the 
determinants of the child’s direct influence attempts. Children were shown to 
be capable of assessing their personal resources and determining the 
appropriate direct influence attempt which yielded the greatest return. This 
finding fills a gap in our understanding of the power bases of children by 
extending French and Raven’s (1959) bases of social power to children in a 
purchase context.
Other antecedents thought to affect the child’s choice of direct influence 
attempt were the child’s preference intensity and decision history assessment.
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Both were found to have no direct effect on the number of direct influence 
attempts employed by children. However, both did have direct effects on 
children’s relative influence. These findings lend support to Corfman and 
Lehmann’s (1987) conceptual framework for the study of decision-making and 
relative influence.
Finally, this research examined the impact of communication on a child’s 
preference intensity for a product or service and found that interpersonal 
communication, not impersonal communication, was the most important factor 
in determining a child’s desire for a toy purchase. This finding has managerial 
implications which are discussed in the following section.
Managerial Contributions
The findings of this dissertation research are relevant to marketing 
practitioners for several reasons. First, an important contribution of this 
research is to provide practitioners with a general understanding of the factors 
which are important when assessing children’s influence in purchase decisions. 
This research demonstrates that both children (i.e., active influence) and 
parents (i.e., passive influence) are important participants in the decision­
making process. Therefore, children should not be the only target for children’s 
products and services. Parents are also an important audience for 
manufacturers and retailers because they will purchase items in lieu of what 
they believe to be their child’s preferences.
For example, consider a firm who is a major manufacturer of flavored 
drinks. This firm should be concerned not only with the child’s assessment of
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the product, but also with the mother’s perception of the child’s preference for 
the product. For this reason, advertisements and promotions should focus on 
both the good taste and peer approval associated with consuming this product 
for the sake of the child and the implication that children generally prefer this 
brand for the sake of the mother. An example would be the Sunny Delight 
drink commercials where all of the children come in to one child’s house and 
search the refrigerator for “Sunny D.” Upon finding it, all of the children heap 
praises on the child and the mother for being so “cool.” This ad satisfies both 
active and passive influence by directly telling children that this is a popular 
product and by indirectly telling mothers that their children really want them to 
buy Sunny Delight.
A second example of a company which is taking advantage of 
advertising to both the child and the parent is Kraft. Kraft macaroni and cheese 
ads feature a child singing, “if Daddy wants to please me, he only has to 
cheese me.” The child is singing the “blues” for the blue box of macaroni and 
cheese. This advertisement appeals to children because the spokesperson is 
a child and the ad is aesthetically appealing. It also informs the father that his 
child probably prefers Kraft macaroni and cheese over other brands.
Another managerial contribution of this research is an understanding of 
how social structural factors affect children’s influence in purchase decision 
making. This research found that gender, race/ethnicity, birth order and only- 
child status moderate relative influence. These findings could aid in 
segmentation strategies and target market selection for many children’s
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products and services. For example, a restaurant which caters to children 
(e.g., Chuck E. Cheese’s) might choose to send direct mail advertisements to 
households located in areas which could be segmented in terms of ethnicity 
and number of children in a household.
In addition, it was found that socio-economic status and family type did 
not appear to make a difference in a child’s relative influence. This finding 
suggests that advertisements and promotions for products in which children 
exert considerable influence need not be segmented based on family income or 
type.
As with all theoretical research, this dissertation has managerial 
implications that are not without their contingencies. This research assessed 
the effect of communication on a child’s preference intensity for toys and found 
that a child’s desire for a toy purchase was affected primarily by communication 
received from family and friends and not by mass communications. Thus, 
according to these findings, a child’s primary source of information for forming 
preference intensities is word-of-mouth communication from friends and family.
For this reason, toy manufacturers and retailers may want to make sure 
that advertisements and promotions for their products and services encourage 
or enhance the perception of word-of-mouth communication. This can be seen 
in present advertisements where several children are featured in an ad, all 
positively impressed with the consumption of a product. One company which 
seems to understand this implication is McDonald’s. Several ads produced by 
McDonald’s promote discussion among friends about the various attributes of
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the restaurant which should be appealing to children, such as the food and the 
social environment with other children.
Another company’s advertisement which implies word-of-mouth 
communication among children is Campbell’s Chicken Soup. Their 
advertisement features several children sitting around a table eating soup. The 
soup is being passed from child to child, all of whom are happily talking about 
the soup and consuming their meal. In addition, the last child in the line is 
saying, “Don’t hog it all and pass it down!” Since no adult is present in the ad 
and the children are all visibly satisfied with the product, this advertisement 
implies positive interpersonal communication.
Impersonal communication was not found to have any relationship with a 
child’s preference intensity for toys. This finding should be shocking to 
advertisers of children’s products given the millions of dollars spent attempting 
to attract child consumers. Since practical experience tells us that children are 
influenced by advertising and promotion, this finding should not be taken to say 
that impersonal communication is unimportant. Instead, it is imperative that 
further examination of this relationship be conducted. It may be that the way in 
which communication was measured for this study (i.e., frequency of 
occurrence) was not what affected children’s preference intensities, but instead 
other factors relating to communication affected their desire for toys. For 
example, it could be that certain qualities of impersonal communication (e.g., 
advertisement presentation, brand specificity, etc..) are more important to 
children than the frequency of receipt of toy advertisements in various
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mediums. In any case, further examination of the relationships among 
interpersonal communication, impersonal communication, and preference 
intensity may demonstrate how impersonal communication is affecting the 
child’s preference intensity.
Limitations
A few limitations of this dissertation research should be noted. First, this 
study tested a conceptual model which implied causality. However, the nature 
of this research did not rigorously meet all four conditions of causality: 
nonspurious association, temporal sequentiality, associative variation, and 
theoretical support (Hunt 1991). Nonspurisous association, or “the absence of 
other possible causes” (Green and Tull 1970, as cited by Hunt 1991, p. 87) is a 
limitation of this research in that other factors may be identified which could 
mediate the relationships found in the conceptual model. However, the model 
of this research was developed from an exhaustive review of the existing 
literature in the area; therefore, the existence of additional factors is unlikely.
A second limitation of this research is temporal sequentiality. The 
conceptual model examined herein implied a process which occurred overtime 
and utilized a cross-sectional rather than a longitudinal design. This design 
required respondents to recall past, present and future data. This limitation is 
one of the pitfalls present in much of child influence research (McNeal 1992) 
and is unavoidable in order to test a conceptual model in this manner.
In contrast to the aforementioned criteria, this research satisfies the 
remaining two criteria of causality. The criterion of associative variation may be
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assumed in that the relationships among the constructs were studied via 
correlations. According to Hunt (1991, p. 87), “although it is true that 
correlation does not imply causation, the observation that two factors are 
systematically associated (correlation being a measure of the degree of this 
association) is evidence in support of causation.”
This research is also soundly supported by theory. Hair et al (1995, 
p.627) state that “the strength and conviction with which the researcher can 
assume causation ...lies not in the analytical methods chosen but in the 
theoretical justification... Although in many instances not all of the established 
criteria for making causal assertions are strictly met, strong causal assertions 
can possibly be made if the relationships are based on theoretical rationale.” 
Another limitation of this research is the representativeness of the 
sample. The sampling population for this research was constrained to children 
enrolled in public schools in the northern and central areas of Louisiana. In 
addition, only children aged 8-11 and their mothers were surveyed. For this 
reason, in the strictest sense, the generalizability of the findings of this research 
is limited geographically and chronologically. However, by comparison to other 
child influence studies utilizing the survey method (shown in Table 2.3), this 
sample is the largest and most representative to date.
A final limitation of this research is the restricted context of study. The 
conceptual model of this research was tested within the context of a toy 
purchase. For this reason, the findings of this research may only be applicable 
to products in which children are expected to exert considerable influence.
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Other purchase contexts wherein children are participants in decision-making 
but are not generally accorded the greatest relative influence (e.g., furniture, 
automobiles) should be investigated further before these findings would be 
considered generalizable.
Future Research
Several areas of future research are evident for the study of children’s 
relative influence in purchase decision-making. First, three areas of further 
study may be conducted with the present data set. Additional stacked group 
analyses could be conducted with the other social structural variables in the 
data set (e.g., race/ethnicity, SES, and family type). Although gender did not 
produce structural moderation, other variables could support discernible 
effects. Similarly, constructs other than relative influence could be tested for 
mean level moderation effects due to the social structural variables. For 
example, it would be interesting to test for the moderating effects of 
race/ethnicity on the child’s perception of his or her personal resources.
Finally, the relationship between communication and preference intensity 
should be investigated further. Preliminary investigation suggests that 
impersonal communication may be an antecedent to interpersonal 
communication. This supposition requires further study and validation.
Other areas in need of research require additional data collection. One 
important future task is the validation of the revised conceptual model through 
replication. Given that the model of this research was respecified, an additional 
sample should be tested to confirm these changes. Similarly, the measures
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utilized in this research could be further refined. In some cases, the 
measurement properties of the scales used in this research could be purified.
Other future tasks are related to expanding the generalizability of these 
findings. This model should be examined in other purchase contexts and with 
other samples. For example, samples of children in other age ranges and of 
children with their fathers would be viable choices for future research. A 
comparison of the findings of this research with those of children of different 
ages would shed light on the contributions of active and passive influence to 
relative influence over time. Generalizability could also be expanded by 
utilizing a multi-method approach. For example, observation could enhance 
and validate these findings.
Finally, two areas for future research have great theoretical potential. 
First, very little has been done in the area of passive influence as it applies to 
relative influence in all types of decision-making. An investigation of the 
determinants of passive influence would have implications for many areas in 
marketing. Second, the conceptual framework developed herein could be 
applied to other decision-making contexts, such as husband-wife decision­
making.
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Does your child influence what you buy? Louisiana State University is 
studying this question. You and your child were chosen to be a part of this study.
Two very good things will happen when you fill out this survey:
1. Your child's school will receive $50 if half of the mothers mail back these forms.
2. Your name will be put into a drawing. You will have two chances to win $50 in
cash.
There are three forms to fill out.
1. Sign the consent form. (LSU must have this form for all research.)
2. Complete all of the Mother’s Questionnaire. Take your time. You do not have to
finish it all at one time. You can leave it and come back to it.
3. Tell your child, the one who’s name is one the envelope, to fill out all of the Child’s
Questionnaire. You may read the questions to your child. DO NOT tell your child 
what to mark. This is very important. DO NOT talk about the questions or the 
answers with your child.
4. Mail back all three forms. Put them in the envelope enclosed. The postage is
already paid. You do not need stamps.
Please finish these forms before July 17,1995. Be sure that you put them in the mail. 
When we get your forms, we will put your name in the drawing for $50.00 in cash! 
Good luck!
Sincerely,
Laura Willis Williams 
Ph. D. Candidate
Alvin C. Bums 
Professor of Marketing
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July 1,1995
A Note to Study Participants:
The enclosed release form is required by Louisiana State University for all 
research studies that involve human respondents. The basic purpose of the form is to 
make sure that you are aware that:
• your participation in the study is entirely voluntary; and
• we have your permission to use information gathered in this study in
research projects.
Please sign this form and return it with the two completed questionnaires in the 
enclosed postage paid envelope. Thank you very much for your help with this 
necessary paperwork.
My signature on this sheet signifies that I volunteer to participate in this study 
conducted by the Marketing Department of Louisiana State University. My signature 
reflects my consent that my child may also participate in this study. I understand that I 
have been informed as to the nature of the study, that my identity and the identity of my 
child will not be revealed, that my data will be used in a sample of other participants, 
and that I can call (504) 388-6275 if I have any questions.
Mother’s Name Mother’s Signature
Child’s Name Date
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CHILD’S QUESTIONNAIRE
Think about how you feel about toys. For each of the following statements, circle only 
one answer. If you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If you JUST AGREE, circle yes. If 
you JUST DISAGREE, circle flo. If you DISAGREE VERY MUCH, circle NO.




1 just 1 just 1 disagree 
agree disagree very much
yes no NO
1 play with toys a lo t.................................................................................... YES yes no NO
Toys make me happy.................................................................................. . YES yes no NO
1 will not accept just any toy ....................................................................... YES yes no NO
1 am a  toy expert......................................................................................... YES yes no NO
1 want to have a  lot of toys......................................................................... YES yes no NO
1 know a  lot about toys.................................................................................. . YES yes no NO
All toys are a lik e ........................................................................................... YES yes no NO
It is important that 1 get the toy 1 w ant....................................................... . YES yes no NO
1 am good at choosing toys......................................................................... YES yes no NO
1 enjoy toys.................................................................................................... . YES yes no NO
1 am not wilPng to buy another toy if the toy 1 want is not avaBable — YES yes no NO
Toys are exciting to m e ............................................................................... . .  YES yes no NO
1 enjoy getting any to y ............................................................................... YES yes no NO
Some toys are better than other toys....................................................... YES yes no NO
Toys are important to m e ........................................................................... YES yes no NO
1 will accept any toy if 1 can not have the toy 1 want................................. YES yes no NO
1 have a  lot of experience with toys........................................................... YES yes no NO
1 am willing to throw away a  toy if it is not as fun to play with as 1 
thought it would b e ................................................................................ YES yes no NO
1 am willing to choose a different toy if the toy 1 want is not in the store YES yes no NO
1 must have a  lot of toys............................................................................. YES yes no NO
1 know more about toys than my mother.................................................. YES yes no NO
Think about toys that you see advertised on TV, in magazines, in the newspaper, or on
the radio. How often do you do the following things? Circle only one answer to each
question.
1 get my mother to buy toys that are advertised..................................... . . .  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
My mother and 1 talk about toys we see or hear advertised................... . . .  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask my mother for advice about buying toys.......................................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 go shopping with my mother for toys....................................................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
My mother and 1 agree on what toys 1 should buy................................... . . .  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 try to get my mother to buy toys 1 see advertised................................... . .  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
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Think about when you want something from your mother. For each of the following 
statements, circle only one answer. If you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If you JUST 
AGREE, circle yes. If you JUST DISAGREE, circle flo. If you DISAGREE VERY MUCH, 
circle NO.
1 agree 1 just 1 just 1 disagree
very much agree disagree very much
If mother does what 1 want, f will be nice to her............................. ......... YES yes no NO
1 have a  lot of experience with toys.................................................... . . . .  YES yes no NO
Because 1 am a child, my mother must take care of me................. ........  YES yes no NO
1 am good to mother when she does what 1 w a n t.......................... . . . .  YES yes no NO
My mother cares what 1 think of her.................................................. .........  YES yes no NO
1 am a  toy expert................................................................................. . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 can give mother nice things when she does what 1 want.....................  YES yes no NO
1 know more about toys than my mother........................................... ........  YES yes no NO
If mother does not do what 1 want 1 may not be nice to her........... . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 know a lot about toys........................................................................ ......... YES yes no NO
Since she is my mother, my mother should do what 1 want...................  YES yes no NO
By getting upset 1 can get my mother to do whatever 1 want — . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 am good at choosing toys................................................................. ......... YES yes no NO
Because 1 am her child, mother has to do what 1 w a n t.................. . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 may not act nicely to mother if she does not do what 1 want — ......... YES yes no NO
My attention means a lot to my mother............................................. . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 can do something nice for mother if she does what 1 want......... ......... YES yes no NO
My mother likes me............................................................................. .........  YES yes no NO
My mother should do what 1 w a n t.................................................... ........  YES yes no NO
1 can make mother do what 1 want by acting a certain w ay........... ......... YES yes no NO
My mother thinks 1 am a  great child.................................................. ......... YES yes no NO
1 should be able to tell mother what 1 want....................................... . . . .  YES yes no NO
Please circle or fill in one answer to each of the following questions:
I got an allowance from my parents............................................................................  YES NO
If you get an allowance, how much money do you get each week? _____ (fill in a number)
I have a job at home where I get paid money............................................................  YES NO
If you have a Job at home, how much money do you get paid each week?_____ (fill in a  number)
I have a  job that is not at home where I get paid money...........................................  YES NO
If you have a job that is not at home, how much money do you get paid each w eek? (fill in a number)
I make good grades (mostly A’s and B’s ) .................................................................... YES NO
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Think about when you want your mother to buy something for you. How often do you do 
the following things? Circle only one answer to each question.
1 ask in a  polite way........................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask in a  nice way............................................................................. ................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 politely ask for i t ........................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask very nicely................................................................................................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask in a  sweet way......................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask for it in a  nice way.................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 slam the door.................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 hit something.................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get mad............................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 will help dean the house.............................................. ................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 will do whatever she wants me to do.......................... ............... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 will do anything she wants............................................ ................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 offer to wash the dishes or mow the lawn................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell her that she is so s w e e t......................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell her that she is a good mother................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 show her how much 1 love her..................................................... ..................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that she is the best mom in the whole world........................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 kiss her.............................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask over and over........................................................................... ................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 beg and beg and beg.................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 keep asking...................................................................................... ..................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 just ask for i t .................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 only ask............................................................................................. ..................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 just ask............................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 need it for school when 1 really don’t ........................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 lie and say that my teacher said that 1 really need i t ............... ............... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 lie and say that 1 don't already have one, when 1 do................. ...............  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
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Think about how you learn about toys. How often do you do the following things? 
Circle only one answer to each question.
1 hear friends talking about their toys........................................ ........................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 look a t toy catalogues................................................................. A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see television advertisements about toys.............................. ......................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to my friends about toys.................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell my friends about my toys.................................................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get mail about toys....................................................................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to my parents about toys.................................................... ........................ Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see newspaper advertisements about toys.......................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to other family members about toys...........................................................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see magazine advertisements about toys............................ A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 hear radio advertisements about toys................................... ..........................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
Think about all of the times that you have asked your mother to buy something for you. 
What usually happens? For each of the following statements, circle only one answer. If 
you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If you JUST AGREE, circle yes. If you JUST 
DISAGREE, circle no. If you DISAGREE VERY MUCH, circle NO.
1 agree 1 just 1 just 1 disagree
very much agree disagree very much
1 usually get whatever 1 w a n t ............................................ .................................YES yes no NO
Overall, I think that 1 am treated fairly.............................. ...................................YES yes no NO
1 get most of the things 1 w a n t........................................... ................................... YES yes no NO
1 always get whatever 1 w a n t............................................. ................................... YES yes no NO
Most of time 1 get what 1 ask for........................................ ................................... YES yes no NO
Think about all of the times that you have wanted your mother to buy a toy for you. How 
often do you do the following things when you want a toy? Circle only one answer to 
each question.
1 bring up the idea to buy a  to y ..................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell mother why 1 need a  to y ........................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell mother how much 1 would play with a  to y .......................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get mother to start thinking about buying a  to y ..................... .....................  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 visit a  store to look at different to ys .......................................... ..................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 look a t different types of toys a t the store ............................... ....................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 go to the store and buy a  toy........................................................ A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 choose the toy that is bought...................................................... ..................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 choose which store to buy the toy from................................... ....................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
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MOTHER’S QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you neither agree nor do you disagree. A FIVE (5) means 
that you STRONGLY AGREE with the statement. NOTE: Please respond to the following 
questions only as they pertain to your child to whom the envelope is addressed.
Strongly
Disagree
i always feel in control when it comes to my child.........
I m ake my child obey my rules..........................................
Sometimes I feel that my child’s behavior is hopeless. 
My child should be able to question my authority..........
I find that sometimes my child can get me to do things that I 
really did not want to d o ................................................................
Sometimes when I am tired I let my child do things I 
normally would not let him or her do............................
I allow my child to get away with things........................................
I don’t particularly like my child to argue with m e .....................
It is easy to change my child's mind about something............
I would say that my discipline is quite firm ....................................
My child will be grateful later on for my strict discipline............
It is often easier to let my child have his or her way than to put 
up with a  tantrum ..............................................................................
My strict discipline will develop strong character in my child.. .
I deserve the respect of my child....................................................
My child’s behavior is sometimes more than I can hand le___
My child should honor his or her mother and father and 
accept our authority.........................................................................
I would say that my discipline is fairly perm issive.....................
When my child is called, he or she should come immediately.
My child often behaves in a  manner very different from the 
way I would want him or her to b eh ave ......................................
My child should respect his or her parents because we are 
his or her parents............................................................................
I do not mind when my child argues with m e...............................
I take seriously the opinions of my child......................................
I ask my child to help me buy things for the fam ily ...................
Sometimes I feel that I do not have enough control over 
my child...................................................................................................
My child changes his or her mind so frequently that it is hard 
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you neither agree nor do you disagree. A FIVE (5) means 
that you STRONGLY AGREE with the statement.
Strongly
Disagree
My child may get upset if I do not do what he or she w ants .. .  1
M y child knows a  lot about toys........................................................ 1
If I do not do what my child wants, he or she may misbehave . 1
Being a  mother does not mean that I should do whatever 
my child w an ts .................................................................................. 1
My child’s attention is very important to m e .................................. 1
By threatening to misbehave, my child can make me do 
what he or she w an ts ........................................................................ 1
M y child has a  lot of experience with to ys. 
I should do whatever my child w an ts .........
I want to do what my child wants because he or she may 
give me something nice for doing i t .....................................
I care what my child thinks of m e ............................................
My child has the ability to reward m e (in some manner) when 
I do what he or she wants......................................................
I trust my child's judgment about to ys ................................
My child may do something nice for me if I do 
what he or she wants......................................................................  1
I do what my child wants in order to keep him or her from 
getting up set.................................................................................... 1
In genera], my child's opinions and values are similar to mine .1




I do not know as much about toys as my child d o es ................
If I do not do as my child wants, he or she will punish m e ------
It is my duty to do what my child a s k s ..........................................
My child may do something unpleasant if I do not do what 
he or she w an ts ..........................................................................
My child is like a  toy expert.
Because I am a  mother, I should do whatever my child asks . .1
Because he or she is my child, he or she has the right to 
influence m e...............................................................................
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you neither agree nor do you disagree. A FIVE (5) means 
that you STRONGLY AGREE with the statement.
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
I tell my child to decide how to spend his or her m oney.............. 1 2 3  4  5
I want to know what my child does with his or her m oney  1 2  3  4  5
I allow my child to decide about things he or she should or
should not b u y   1 2 3  4 5
I tell my child he or she is not allowed to buy certain things.. .  1 2 3  4 5
> tell my child that buying things he or she likes is important
even it others do not like th e m ........................................................ 1 2  3  4 5
I ask my child what he or she thinks about things he or she
buys for himself or herself  1 2  3 4  5
I ask my child for advice about buying things  1 2  3 4 5
To teach my child to become a  consumer, I allow my child to 
learn from his or her own experience............................................ 1 2 3  4  5
i tell my child that he or she shouldn't ask questions about
things that children do not usually buy........................................  1 2  3  4  5
I tell my child what things he or she should or shouldn’t buy . .  1 2 3  4 5
I complain when I do not like something my child buys for 
himself or herself............................................................................  1 2  3  4  5
To teach my child to become a  consumer, I stop him or her 
from doing certain things...............................................................  1 2 3  4 5
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how often your child does each of 
the following things when he or she wants to buy a toy. If you circle a ONE (1) then your child 
NEVER behaves this way. A THREE (3) means that your child SOMETIMES behaves this way. 
A FIVE (5) means that your child ALWAYS behaves this way.
Never
Brings up the idea to buy a  toy........................................
Tells me why he or she needs a  toy..............................
Tells me how much he or she would play with a  to y .
Gets me to start thinking about buying a  to y ..............
Visits a  store to look at different to ys ............................
Examines different types of toys at the s to re ............
Goes to the store and buys a  to y .................................
Decides on the toy that is finally purchased..............
Decides which store to buy the toy from......................
Not
much Sometimes A lot Always
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
PLEASE TURN OVER TO THE BACK OF THE PAGE
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please check the appropriate category for each of the following questions. 
The purpose of this information is for classification only. Your answers are completely 
confidential.
W hat is your marital status? ____ Single, never Married ____ Married (first time only)
 Divorced, currently Single ____ Remarried, previously Divorced
W hat is your race/ethnicity? ____ Black W hite  Hispanic  Asian
 Other
W hat is your child’s gender (the child participating in the study)?  Male ____ Female
How old is your child (the child participating in the study)? ____
W hat grade is your child scheduled to begin in the Fall? ____
How m any children do you have (include all children living in the household)?
 1 ____ 2________ ____ 3   4  ____ 5  or more
Which income group most closely represents your family's total income before taxes for 1994?
 under $10,000  between $40,000 and $49,999
 between $10,000 and $19,999  between $50,000 and $59,999
 between $20,000 and $29,999  between $60,000 and $69,999
 between $30,000 and $39,999  $70,000 or more
Which category most closely represents your current educational level?
 Some high school ____ College graduate
 High school graduate ____ Post-graduate
 Some college
W hat is your occupation?______________________
If you are married, which category most closely represents your spouse’s educational level?
 Some high school____________________________________ College graduate
 High school graduate_________________________________ Post-graduate
 Some college
If you are married, what is your spouse’s occupation?___________________________
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Does your child influence what you buy? The Marketing Department at 
Louisiana State University is studying this question. You and your child have been 
chosen to be a part of this study.
For participating in this study, YOU could win $50.00. When you return the 
completed forms, your name will be put into a drawing. You will have two chances to 
win $50.00 in cash.
There are three forms to fill out.
1. Sign the consent form. (LSU must have this form completed for all research.)
2. Complete all of the Mother’s Questionnaire. Take your time. You do not have to 
finish it all at one time. You may leave it and come back to it.
3. Tell your child who brought the envelope home to fill out all of the Child’s 
Questionnaire. You may read the questions to your child. DO NOT tell your child 
what to mark. This is very important. DO NOT talk about the questions or the 
answers with your child while you are filling out the questionnaire.
4. Return all three forms in the same envelope. Your child should return the envelope 
to his or her teacher at school.
Please finish these forms before November 14,1995. Be sure that you send them 
back to school with your child. When we get your forms, we will put your name in the 
drawing for $50.00 cash! Good luck!
Sincerely,
Laura A. Williams 
Ph. D. Candidate
Alvin C. Bums 
Professor of Marketing




This release form is required by Louisiana State University for all research 
studies that involve human respondents. The basic purpose of the form is to make 
sure that you are aware that:
• your participation in the study is entirely voluntary; and
• we have your permission to use information gathered in this study in
research projects.
Please sign this form and return it with the two completed questionnaires in the 
same envelope. Thank you very much for your help with this necessary paperwork.
My signature on this sheet signifies that I volunteer to participate and that my 
child may also participate in this study conducted by the Marketing Department of 
Louisiana State University. I understand that I have been informed as to the nature of 
the study, that my identity and the identity of my child will not be revealed, that my data 
will be used in a sample of other participants, and that I can call (504) 388-6275 if I 
have any questions.
Mother’s Name Mother’s Signature
Child’s Name Date
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CHILD’S QUESTIONNAIRE
Think about how you feel about toys. For each of the following statements, circle only 
one answer. If you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If you JUST AGREE, circle yes. If 
you JUST DISAGREE, circle no. If you DISAGREE VERY MUCH, circle NO.
1 agree 1 just 1 just 1 disagree
very much agree disagree very much
Toys mean a  lot to m e ............................................................................... . . .  YES yes no NO
Toys make me happy................................................................................. . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 will take any t o y ........................................................................................ . . .  YES yes no NO
1 want to have a  lot of to ys........................................................................ . . .  YES yes no NO
All toys are a l ik e ......................................................................................... . . .  YES yes no NO
It does not matter if 1 get the toy 1 w a n t ................................................. . . .  YES yes no NO
1 enjoy to y s .................................................................................................... , . . .  YES yes no NO
If 1 can not have the toy that 1 w ant 1 want to get another to y ........... . . . .  YES yes no NO
Toys are exciting to m e ............................................................................. . . . .  YES yes no NO
1 enjoy getting any t o y ............................................................................... . . .  YES yes no NO
All toys are pretty much the s a m e .......................................................... . . .  YES yes no NO
Toys are important to m e ........................................................................... . . .  YES yes no NO
1 will take any toy if 1 can not have the toy 1 w a n t ................................ . . .  YES yes no NO
If the toy 1 want is not in the store, 1 will pick out something e ls e .. . . . . .  YES yes no NO
Think about how you learn about toys. How often do you do the following things? 
Circle only one answer to each question.
My mother and 1 talk about toys w e see or hear advertised.............. A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask my mother for advice about buying toys..................................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 go shopping with my mother for toys................................................... ............Always A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 hear friends talking about their toys..................................................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 look at toy catalogues............................................................................ .............. Always A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see television advertisements about toys.......................................... A  tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to my friends about toys................................................................. .............. Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell my friends about my toys................................................................. ............Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get advertisements in the mail about to ys....................................... ..............Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to my parents about toys...............................................................................Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see newspaper advertisements about toys....................................... A  lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 talk to other family members about toys............................................ .............. Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 see magazine advertisements about to ys....................................... A  tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 hear radio advertisements about toys................................................ .............. Always A tot Sometimes Not much Never
1 play with toys that belong to someone else....................................... A  tot Sometimes Not much Never
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Think about when you want your mother to buy something for you. For each of the 
foilowing statements, circle only one answer. If you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If 
you JUST AGREE, circle ygs. If you JUST DISAGREE, circle rjo. If you DISAGREE VERY 
MUCH, circle NO.
1 agree 1 just 1 juSi 1 cfisagree
very much agree disagree very much
I have the right to tell my mother what I want her to buy for m e .............. YES yes no NO
My approval or cfisapproval will usually influence what my mother 
will buy for m e ................................................................................................. . YES yes no NO
1 play with toys a  l o t ......................................................................................... . YES yes no NO
My mother wants to understand what 1 like about the things that we 
buy for m e ........................................................................................................ . YES yes no NO
1 can act good for mother when she buys what 1 want her to b u y ......... . YES yes no NO
My mother cares what 1 think about the things she buys for me.............. YES yes no NO
1 am a  toy e x p e r t ................................................................................................ YES yes no NO
When 1 threaten to misbehave, my mother will usually buy what 1 w a n t. YES yes no NO
1 can m ake my mother feel good when she buys what 1 want her 
to buy for m e ..................................................................................................... . YES yes no NO
1 know more about toys than a  lot of other people d o ................................ YES yes no NO
Mother and 1 usually think alike about the things which are bought 
for m e ................................................................................................................. YES yes no NO
If mother does not buy what 1 want, 1 can usually get her to change 
her mind by m isbehaving.............................................................................. YES yes no NO
1 know a  lot about toys....................................................................................... . YES yes no NO
My mother should try to buy what 1 ask for................................................... YES yes no NO
1 can get my mother to buy whatever 1 want by getting u p s e t................ YES yes no NO
1 am a good judge of toys.................................................................................. YES yes no NO
My mother should listen when 1 tell her what 1 want her to buy for m e .. . YES yes no NO
1 can get my mother to buy what 1 want by doing something that she 
would not want me to do................................................................................ . YES yes no NO
My feelings have a  lot to do with what my mother buys for me................ YES yes no NO
I have a  lot of experience with toys.................................................................. YES yes no NO
1 can do something nice for mother when she buys what 1 want her to 
buy for me.......................................................................................................... . YES yes no NO
My mother tries to like the same things that 1 lik e ..................................... . YES yes no NO
My mother should allow me to make some decisions about what to buy.. YES yes no NO
1 can m ake my mother buy what 1 want by acting a  certain w a y .............. YES yes no NO
My mother usually wants to buy things for m e that 1 lik e ......................... . YES yes no NO
1 should be able to tell my mother what 1 w ant her to buy for m e.............. YES yes no NO
1 can give my mother something nice when she buys what 
1 want her to buy for m e ................................................................................ YES yes no NO
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Think about when you really want your mother to buy something for you. How often do 
you do the following things to get your way? Circle only one answer to each question.
I say that 1 will do whatever she wants m e to do....................... .......................Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 slam the door.................................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask over and over............................................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask in a  nice w ay............................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 need it for school when 1 really d o n 't ....................... ................. Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 only a s k ............................................................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 don't already have one, when 1 do........................... ..................  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 politely ask for i t ............................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 will do anything she wants.......................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 beg and beg and beg...................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask very nicely.................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 offer to wash the cfishes or mow the lawn................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 kiss her.............................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 just a s k ............................................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 hit something..................................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask in a  sweet w ay........................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell her that she is so s w e e t ........................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 keep asking....................................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get mad.............................................................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that my teacher said that 1 really need i t ............................ ................  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 show her how much 1 love her..................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask for it in a  nice way.................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell her that she is a  good mother................................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 just ask for i t .................................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that she is the best mom in the whole world..................... ................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 ask in a  polite w ay.......................................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 say that 1 will help dean the house.............................................. A lot Sometimes Not much Never
Please fill in or circle one answer to each of the following questions:
If you get an allowance from your parents, how much money do you get each w e e k ? _______(fill in a  number)
If you have a  job at home, how much money do you get paid each week?  (fill in a number)
If you have a  job that is not at home, how much money do you get paid each week?  (fill in a  number)
I am on the honor roll................................................................................................................... YES NO
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Think about all of the times that you have asked your mother to buy something for you. 
What usually happens? For each of the following statements, circle only one answer. If 
you AGREE VERY MUCH, circle YES. If vou JUST AGREE, circle ves. If you JUST 
DISAGREE, circle ng. If you DISAGREE VERY MUCH, circle NO.
1 agree 1 just I just 1 disagree
very much agree cSsagree very much
i usually get whatever 1 w a n t .................................................. .......................  YES yes no NO
1 think that 1 am treated fairly most of the tim e..................... .......................  YES yes no NO
1 get most of the things 1 w a n t................................................. ..........................YES yes no NO
Most of time 1 get what 1 ask for.............................................. .......................... YES yes no NO
Think about all of the times that you have wanted your mother to buy a toy for you. How 
often do you do the following things when you want a toy? Circle only one answer to 
each question.
1 bring up the idea to buy a  to y .................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell mother why 1 need a  to y ........................................................ A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 tell mother how much 1 would play with a  to y .......................... ................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 get mother to start thinking about buying a to y ..................... ..................  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 visit a  store to look a t different to ys.......................................... ...................  Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 look at different types of toys at the store................................ ..................... Always A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 go to the store and buy a  toy....................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 choose the toy that is bought..................................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
1 choose which store to buy the toy from..................................... A lot Sometimes Not much Never
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MOTHER’S QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you do not have an opinion. A FIVE (5) means that you 
STRONGLY AGREE with the statement. NOTE: Please respond to the following questions 
only as they pertain to vour child who brought the envelope home.
Strongly Slightly No Slightly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Opinion Agree Agree
When I am tired, I let my child do things that I normally would 
not let him or her do........................................................................  1 2 3 4 5
I tell my child that the opinions of other people should not 
influence what he or she buys......................................................  1 2 3 4 5
I tend to allow my child to get away with things..........................1 2 3 4 5
Sometimes 1 feel that my child's behavior is hopeless.............. 1 2 3 4 5
I think that it is okay for my child to question my authority 
som etim es....................................................................................... 1 2 3 4 5
My child usually knows how to get m e to do things that I really 
do not want to d o ...........................................................................  1 2 3 4 5
I allow my child to decide how to spend his or her m oney___ 1 2 3 4 5
I ask my child to help me decide what to buy for the family . . .  1 2 3 4 5
I often let my child have his or her way rather than put 
up with a  tantrum.............................................................................  1 2 3 4 5
Most of the time I feel that I do not have enough control over 
my ch ild ............................................................................................ 1 2 3 4 5
To teach my child to become a  consumer, I allow my child to 
learn from his or her own experience.......................................... 1 2 3 4 5
I often feet that my child's behavior is more than I can handle. 1 2 3 4 5
My child seldom accepts my authority as a  parent...................  1 2 3 4 5
I let my child decide which things he or she should b u y ..........1 2 3 4 5
I do not usually expect my child to come immediately when 
he or she is called...........................................................................  1 2 3 4 5
There are times when my child behaves in a  manner very 
different from the way I would want him or her to behave.. .  1 2 3 4 5
I do not deserve respect from my child.......................................... 1 2 3 4 5
I do not mind when my child argues with m e..............................  1 2 3 4 5
I usually feel out of control when it comes to my ch ild .............. 1 2 3 4 5
I ask my child for advice about buying things............................  1 2 3 4 5
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you have no opinion. A FIVE (5) means that you 
STRONGLY AGREE with the statement.
Strongly 
Disagree
I am more likely to buy what my child wants if I think that he 
or she might get upset if I do n o t ................................................
I usually want to buy things that my child likes.............................
My child knows a  lot about to ys .......................................................
If I do not buy what my child wants, he or she m ay try to 
get me to change my mind by misbehaving...............................
My child has the right to tell me what he or she wants me 
to buy for him or h e r .......................................................................
M y child’s feelings influence what I will buy for him or her . . .
I may give in and buy what my child wants if he or she 
threatens to m isb e h av e ................................................................
My child spends a  lot of time playing with toys.............................
I should allow my child to make some decisions about things 
that I buy for him or her..................................................................
M y child's approval or disapproval will usually influence what 
I will buy for him or her.....................................................................
I should try to buy what my child asks for......................................
I like to buy what my child wants because he or she may 
give m e something nice for doing i t .........................................
I care what my child thinks about the things that I buy for 
him or h e r ..........................................................................................
My child has the ability to reward me in some manner when 
I buy what he or she wants me to b u y .......................................
i want to understand what my child likes about the things 
that w e buy for him or h e r ..............................................................
I trust my child’s judgment about toys...........................................
My child can do something nice for m e if I buy what he or 
she wants me to buy.......................................................................
Sometimes I m ay buy what my child wants to keep him or her 
from getting upset..........................................................................
In general, my child and I have similar opinions about things 
which are bought for him or her....................................................
M y child knows more about toys than a  lot of other people do.
If I do not buy what my child wants, he/she may do something 
that he/she knows I do not want him or her to d o ..................
I should listen when my child tells me w hat he or she 
wants to b u y .....................................................................................
Slightly No Slightly Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree Agree
2  3  4  5
2  3 4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3 4  5
2  3 4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3 4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3 4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3 4 5
2  3 4  5
2  3  4 5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4  5
2  3  4 5
2  3  4 5
2 3  4 5
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how you feel about each of the 
following statements. If you circle a ONE (1) then you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the 
statement. A THREE (3) means that you have no opinion. A FIVE (5) means that you 
STRONGLY AGREE with the statement.
Strongly Slightly No Slightly Strongly
Disagree Opinion Agree Agree
My child m ay be able to get m e to buy what he or she wants 
by acting bacBy................................................................................  1 2  3  4  5
I think that my child is a  toy e x p e r t .................................................. 1 2  3  4  5
M y child should be able to tell me what he or she wants me 
to buy for him or her.......................................................................  1 2  3  4  5
M y child has the rk£it to Influence me when I make purchase 
decisions about things for him or h e r ........................................  1 2  3  4  5
I try to like the same things that my child likes.............................. 1 2  3  4  5
If I buy what my child wants, he or she will probably act good 
for m e................................................................................................. 1 2  3  4  5
INSTRUCTIONS: Please circle a number which represents how often your child does each of 
the following things when he or she wants to buy a toy. If you circle a ONE (1) then your child 
NEVER behaves this way. A THREE (3) means that your child SOMETIMES behaves this way. 
A FIVE (5) means that your child ALWAYS behaves this way. NOTE: Please respond to the 
following questions only as they pertain to your child who brought the envelope home.
Never
Brings up the idea to buy a  to y .......................................
Tells me why he or she needs a  toy..............................
Tells me how much he or she would play with a  toy .
Gets me to start thinking about buying a  to y ..............
Visits a  store to look at different to ys ............................
Examines different types of toys at the store ............
Goes to the store and buys a  to y .................................
Decides on the toy that is finally bought.....................
Decides which store to buy the toy from......................
Not
much Sometimes A  lot Always
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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INSTRUCTIONS: Please check one answer for each of the following questions. The purpose of 
this information is for classification only. Your answers are completely confidential.
Check your marital status. ____ Single, never Married ____ Married (first time only)
 Divorced, currentfy Single_____________ Remarried, previously Divorced
 Single, Widowed
Check your race/ethnicity. ____ Black White  Hispanic Asian
 Other
Check your child's gender (the child participating in the study).  Male  Female
How old is your child (the child participating in the study)? ____
W hat grade is your child in? ____
How many children do you have (include all children living in the household)?
 1  2 ____ 3  4  ____ 5  other (how m any?______ )
If you have more than one child in the household, in what order was the child participating in the study born?
 first second  third  fourth last  other (when?_______ )
Check the income group that shows your family's total income before taxes for 1994.
 under $10,000  between $40,000 and $49,999
 between $10,000 and $19,999  between $50,000 and $59,999
 between $20,000 and $29,999  between $60,000 and $69,999
 between $30,000 and $39,999  $70,000 or more
Check the highest level of education that you have completed.
 Elementary school ____ Some college
Some high school ____ College graduate
 High school graduate ____ Post-graduate
If you are married, check the highest level of education that your spouse has completed.
 Elementary school Some college
 Some high school ____ College graduate
 High school graduate ____ Post-graduate
W hat is your occupation?______________________
If you are married, what is your spouse's occupation?___________________________
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PRINCIPAL’S QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS: Please fill in the blanks for the following questions. The purpose of 
this information is to compare general descriptive statistics representing your student 
body to those general statistics of questionnaires returned by your school only. Your 
responses are completely confidential.
How many students are currently enrolled in the fourth grade? ______
How many of those students enrolled in the fourth grade are female? _____
Please classify those students enrolled in the fourth grade by race/ethnicity.
 # Black_# White __________# Other
How many of those students enrolled in the fourth grade participate in the free and 
reduced lunch program? _____
How many students are currently enrolled in the fifth grade? ______
How many of those students enrolled in the fifth grade are female? _____
Please classify those students enrolled in the fifth grade by race/ethnicity.
 # Black_# White __________# Other
How many of those students enrolled in the fifth grade participate in the free and 
reduced lunch program? _____
School code_____
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
APPENDIX D 
CORRELATION MATRIX OF MODEL CONSTRUCTS
325

















Correlation Matrix for Constructs: Final Study
Preference Intensity Direct Influence Attempt Decision History Relative Influence Active Resources Active Coerc
Preference Intensity 1.00
Direct Influence Attempt 0.28 1.00
Decision History 0.21 0.26 1.00
Relative Influence 0.72 0.44 0.39 1.00
Active Resources 0.39 0.42 0.51 0.50 1.00
Active Coercion 0.08 0.27 0.25 0.14 0.16 1.00
Honor 0.08 0.09 -0.02 0.03 -0.07 0.12
Money 0.02 0.18 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.23
Impersonal Communication 0.42 0.21 0.19 0.36 0.34 0.11
Interpersonal Communication 0.79 0.29 0.27 0.60 0.49 0.10
Parental Control -0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.08 0.03 0.18
Passive Resources -0.02 0.06 0.10 0.27 0.30 -0.13
Passive Coercion -0.01 0.09 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.34




Impersonal Communication 0.04 0.15 1.00
Interpersonal Communication 0.10 0.03 0.55 1.00
Parental Control 0.13 0.06 -0.03 -0.09 1.00
Passive Resources -0.20 -0.05 0.06 -0.02 0.21 1.00
Passive Coercion 0.08 0.13 0.05 -0.01 0.64 0.13
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